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TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 5, 1957 


Untrep States SENATE, 
Com™MiTrEe oN Pusiic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FLoop Con rron, Rivers, AND Hargors, 
Washington, D.C. 


The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., in room 412, Senate Office Build- 
ing, Hon. Robert S. Kerr (chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Chavez (chairman of the Committee on Public 
Works), Kerr, Neuberger, Scott, Case, Cotton, Hruska, and Rever- 
comb. 

Also present: Senators Church, Martin, and Bush. 

Senator Kerr. The committee will be in order. We have before us 
this morning S. 497. 

(The bill is as follows:) 


[S. 497, 85th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL Authorizing the construction, repair, and preservation of certain public works on 
rivers and harbors for navigation, flood control, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, 


TITLE I—RIVERS AND HARBORS 


Sec. 101, That the following works of improvement of rivers and harbors and 
other waterways for navigation, flood control, and other purposes are hereby 
adopted and authorized to be prosecuted under the direction of the Secretary of 
the Army and supervision of the Chief of Engineers, in accordance with the 
plans and subject to the conditions recommended by the Chief of Engineers in 
the respective reports hereinafter designated: Provided, That the provisions of 
section 1 of the River and Harbor Act approved March 2, 1945 (Public Law 
Numbered 14, Seventy-ninth Congress, first session), shall govern with respect 
to projects authorized in this title; and the procedures therein set forth with 
respect to plans, proposals, or reports for works of improvement for navigation 
or tlood control and for irrigation and purposes incidental thereto, shall apply 
as if herein set forth in full: 

NAVIGATION 


Salem Harbor, Massachusetts: House Document Numbered 31, Highty-fifth 
Congress, at an estimated cost of $1,100,000; 

Boston Harbor, Massachusetts: House Document Numbered 349, Eighty-fourth 
Congress, at an estimated cost of $720,000; 

Bridgeport Harbor, Connecticut: Report of the Board of Engineers for Rivers 
and Harbors, dated June 19, 1956, at an estimated cost of $2,300,000; 

New York Harbor, New York: Senate Document Numbered 45, Fighty-fourth 
Congress, at an estimated cost of 51,678,000; 

Baltimore Harbor and Channels, Maryland: Report of the Chief of Engineers 
dated January 3, 1957, at an estimated cost of $28,161,000; 

Herring Creek, Maryland: House Document Numbered 159, Eighty-fourth Con- 
gress, at an estimated cost of $110,000; 

Betterton Harbor, Maryland: House Document Numbered 333, Eighty-fourth 
Congress, at an estimated cost of $78,000; 
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Morehead City Harbor, North Carolina: Senate Document Numbered 54, 
Eighty-fourth Congress, at an estimated cost of $1,197,000 ; 

Escambia River, Florida: Report of the Chief of Engineers dated November 1, 
1956, at an estimated cost of $61,000; 

Gulfport Harbor, Mississippi: Senate Document Numbered 123, Righty-fourth 
Congress, maintenance; 

Barataria Bay, Louisiana: Report of the Chief of Engineers dated October 19, 
1956, at an estimated cost of $1,700,000; 

Pass Cavallo to Port Lavaca, Texas: House Document Numbered 131, Eighty- 
fourth Congress, at an estimated cost of $413,000 ; 

Matagorda Ship Channel, Port Lavaca, Texas: House Document Numbered 
388, Eighty-fourth Congress, at an estimated cost of $9,944,000 ; 

Freeport Harbor, Texas: House Document Numbered 433, Eighty-fourth Con- 
gress, at an estimated cost of $317,000; 

Mississippi River between Missouri River and Minneapolis, Minnesota, damage 
to levee and drainage districts: House Document Numbered 135, Eighty-fourth 
Congress, at an estimated cost of $2,476,000; 

Mississippi River at Alton, Illinois, commercial harbor: House Document 
Numbered 136, Lighty-fourth Congress, at an estimated cost of $246,000; 

Mississippi River at Alton, Illinois, small-boat harbor: House Document Num- 
bered 156, Eighty-fourth Congress, at an estimated cost of $101,000; 

Mississippi River at Clinton, lowa, Beaver Slough: House Document Num- 
héred 345, Kighty-fourth Congress, at an estimated cost of $241,000; 

Mississippi River at Clinton, Iowa, report on damages: House Document 
Numbered 412, Eighty-fourth Congress, at an estimated cost of $147,000; 

Mississippi River between Saint Louis, Missouri, and Lock and Dam Number 
26: Senate Document Numbered ——-, Eighty-fifth Congress, at an estimated 
cost of $5,802,000; 

Mississippi River between the Missouri River and Minneapolis, Minnesota: 
Modification of the existing project in the Mississippi River at Saint Anthony 
Falls, Minneapolis, Minnesota, House Document Numbered 33, Eighty-fifth Con- 
gress, at an estimated cost of $19,893,000; 

Minnesota River, Milmesvia: Senate Vocument Numbered i44, Kighty-fourth 
Congress, at an estimated costs of $2,539,000: Provided, That the channel may be 
extended five-tenths of a mile upstream to mile 14.7 at an estimated additional 
cost of $5,000; 

Ohio River at Gallipolis, Ohio: House Document Numbered 423, Eighty-fourth 
Congress, at an estimated cost of $66,000; 

Licking River, Kentucky: House Document Numbered 434, Eighty-fourth 
Congress, maintenance; 

Two Rivers Harbor, Wisconsin: House Document Numbered 362, Eighty- 
fourth Congress, at an estimated cost of $66,000; 

Port Washingtia Harbor, Wisconsin: House Document Numbered 446, Eighty- 
third Congress, at an estimated Federal cost of $2,936,000; 

Saint Joseph Harbor, Michigan: Senate Document Numbered 95, Bighty-fourth 
Congress, maintenance; 

Toledo Harbor, Ohio: House Document Numbered 436, Eighty-fourth Con- 
gress, at an estimated cost of $859,000; 

Irondequoit Bay, New York: House Document Numbered 332, Eighty-fourth 
Congress, at an estimated cost of $1,938,000 ; 

Yaquina Bay and Harbor, Oregon: Senate Document Numbered——, Eighty- 
fifth Congress, at an estimated cost of $19,800,000 ; 

Port Townsend Harbor, Washington: House Document Numbered 418, Fighty- 
fourth Congress, at an estimated cost of $387,000; 

Douglas and Juneau Harbors, Alaska: House Document Numbered 286, 
Bighty-fourth Congress, at an estimated cost of $1,294,000; 

Dillingham Harbor, Alaska: House Document Numbered 390, Eighty-fourth 
Congress, at an estimated cost of $372,000; 

Naknek River, Alaska: House Document Numbered 390, Eighty-fourth Con- 
gress, at an estimated cost of $19,000; 


BEACH EROSION 


State of Connecticut, Area 9, East River to New Haven Harbor: House Docu- 
ment Numbered 395, Eighty-fourth Congress, at an estimated cost of $12,000; 

Fire Island Inlet, Long Island, New York; House Document Numbered 411, 
Eighty-fourth Congress, at an estimated cost of $2,724,000; 
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Asbury Park to Manasquan, New Jersey, in accordance with the plan and sub- 
ject to the conditions for that portion of the shore of New Jersey as recommended 
by the Chief of Engineers in his report on the shore of New Jersey from Sandy 
Hook to Barnegat Inlet, House Document Numbered 361, Eighty-fourth Con- 
gress, at an estimated cost of $1,677,000; 

Manitowoc County, Wisconsin: House Document Numbered 348, Highty- 
fourth Congress, at an estimated cost of $50,000; 

Fair Haven Beach State Park, New York: House Document Numbered 134, 
Kighty-fourth Congress, at an estimated cost of $114,000; 

Hamlin Beach State Park, New York: House Document Numbered 138, 
EKighty-fourth Congress, at an estimated cost of $404,000; 

San Diego County, California: House Document Numbered 399, Eighty-fourth 
Congress, at an estimated cost of $289,000: 

Waimea Beach and Hanapepe Bay, Island of Kauai, Territory of Hawaii: 
House Document Numbered 482, Eighty-fourth Congress, at an estimated cost 
of $20,000. 

Seo. 102. That the Secretary of the Army is hereby authorized to reimburse 
local interests for such work done by them, on the beach erosion projects au- 
thorized in section 101, subsequent to the initiation of the cooperative studies 
which form the basis for the projects: Provided, That the work which may have 
been done on these projects is approved by the Chief of Engineers as being in 
accordance with the projects hereby adopted: Provided further, That such reim- 
bursement shall be subject to appropriations applicable thereto or funds available 
therefor and shall not take precedence over other pending projects of higher 
priority for improvements. 

Sec. 103. That pending fulfillment of the conditions of local cooperation 
for the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway, Algiers Canal, as authorized by the River 
and Harbor Act of March 2, 1945, appropriations heretofore or hereafter made 
for maintenance of rivers and harbors may be used for a period of not to ex- 
ceed two years for operation of the railroad bridge over Algiers Canal. 

Src. 104..That there is hereby authorized a comprehensive project to pro- 
vide for control and progressive eradication of the water hyacinth, alligator 
weed, and other obnoxious aquatic plant growths from the navigable waters, 
tributary streams, connecting channels, and other allied waters in the States 
of North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia. Florida, Alabama, Mississippi, 
Louisiana, and Texas, in the combined interest of navigation, flood control, 
drainage, agriculture, fish and wildlife conservation, public health. and related 
purposes, including continued research for development of the most effective 
and economic contrul measures, at an estimated additional cost for the ex- 
panded program over that now underway of $1,350,000 annually for five years, 
of which 75 per centum, presently estimated at $1,012,500, shall he horne by the 
United States and 25 per centum, presently estimated at $337,500, by local 
interests, to be administered by the Chief of Engineers, under the direction of 
the Secretary of the Army in cooperation with other Federal and State agencies 
in accordance with the report of the Chief of Engineers, published as House 
Document Numbered 37, Eighty-fifth Congress: Provided, That local interests 
agree to hold and save the United States free from claims that may occur from 
such operations and participate to the extent of 25 per centum of the cost of the 
additional program: Provided further, That Federal funds appropriated for this 
project shall be allocated by the Chief of Engineers on a priority basis, based 
upon the urgency and need of each area, and the availability of local funds. 

Src. 105. That for preliminary examinations and surveys authorized in previous 
river and habor and flood control Acts, the Secretary of the Army is hereby 
directed to cause investigations and reports for navigation and allied purposes 
to be prepared under the supervision of the Chief of Engineers in the form of 
survey reports, and that preliminary examination reports shall no longer be re- 
quired to be prepared. 

Sec. 106. That the improvement of Apalachicola Bay, Florida, authorized by 
the River and Harbor Act of 1954 in accordance with the recommendations of 
the Chief of Engineers in House Document Numbered 156, Highty-second Con- 
gress; and the improvement of Apalachicola Bay, Florida, channel across Saint 
George Island, authorized by the River and Harbor Act of 1954, in accordance 
with the recommendations of the Chief of Engineers in House Document Num- 
bered 557, EHighty-second Congress, are hereby modified to provide that the 
Secretary of the Army shall reimburse local interests for such work as they 
may have done upon the projects insofar as this work shall be approved by the 
Chief of Engineers and found to have been done in accordance with the projects 
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adopted by the Act of 1954: Provided, That reimbursement shall be based upon 
the reduction in the amount of material which will have to be removed to 
provide project dimensions at such time as Federal dredging of the channels 
is undertaken: Provided further, That such reimbursement shall be subject to 
appropriations applicable thereto and shall not take precedence over authorized 
Federal improvements of higher priority, 

Sec. 107. That the improvement of Pascagoula Harbor, Dog River Cutoff, 
Mississippi, authorized by the River and Harbor Act of 1950, in accordance with 
the recommendations of the Chief of Engineers in House Document Numbered 
188, Eighty-first Congress, is hereby modified to provide that the Secretary of 
the Army shall reimburse local interests for such work as they may have done 
on this project, within the limits of the Federal portion of the project, over and 
above any items required as a part of the local cooperation for the project, 
insofar as the same shall be approved by the Chief of Engineers and found to 
have been done in accordance with project modification adopted in said Act: 
Provided, That such payment shall not exceed the sum of $44,000: Provided 
further, That such reimbursement shall be subject to appropriations therefor and 
shall not have precedence over authorized Federal improvements of higher 
priority: And provided further, That no reimbursement to local interests shall 
be made until they have met all the requirements of local cooperation in the 
recommendations of the Chief of Engineers in House Document Numbered 188, 
Eighty-first Congress. 

Sec. 108. That the Federal project structures, appurtenances and real prop 
erty of the Upper Fox River, Wisconsin, shall be disposed of in accordance 
with the provisions of this section: Provided, That all or any part of the right, 
title, and interest of the United States to any portion of the said property may, 
regardless of any other provision of law, be conveyed, upon such terms and 
conditions as may be advisable: Provided further, That the State of Wisconsin 
offers to take over said property under the terms and conditions hereinafter 
prescribed, the Secretary of the Army is hereby authorized to convey by quit- 
claim deed to said State without monetary consideration all such right, title, 
and interest of the United States in said prope rty and the United States shall 
thereafter have no further vbligaiious with respect iu Lie properiy so conveyed. 
In consideration of the State accepting such conveyance and assuming responsi- 
bility for said property, there is hereby authorized to be expended from appro- 
priations hereafter made for civil functions administered by the Department 
of the Army toward the work of placing the project facilities in a condition 
suitable for public purposes, not to exceed $300,000. The Chief of Engineers 
is authorized to enter into agreements with the duly authorized representatives 
of the States with respect to the details of the work to be performed and transfer 
of the property. If the State fails to present a satisfactory offer within two 
years afer the date of enactment of his Act, said property may be disposed of 
pursuant to the provisions of existing law and upon such terms and conditions 
as may be determined to be in the public interest: And provided further, That 
after acceptance of said property by the State of Wisconsin, the Federal laws, 
other than the Federal Power Act, governing the protection and preservation of 
navigable waters shall not apply to the reach of the Upper Fox River, Wisconsin, 
above its juncture with the mouth of the Wolf River. 

Sec. 109. The project for the Illinois Waterway and Grand Calumet River, 
Tlinois and Indiana (Calumet-Sag navigation project), authorized by the River 
and Harbor Act of July 24, 1946, is hereby modified in accordance with the recom- 
mendations in House Document Numbered 45, Eighty-fifth Congress, insofar as 
they apply to existing highway bridges in part I, Sag Junction to Lake Calumet, 
at an estimated additional cost of $9,884,000. 

Sec. 110. (a) The Secretary of the Army hereby is authorized to acquire on 
behalf of the United States the fee simple title in and to the lands in the lake 
(known as Sinnissippi Lake) created by the Government dam constructed across 
Rock River between Sterling and Rock Falls, Illinois, and over which the United 
States now holds flowage rights or easement, and in and to all other lands upon 
which the United States has rights or easements used for the purpose of and 
appurtenant to the operation of the Federal project known as the Illinois and 
Mississippi Canal (which lake, canal, feeder, and appurtenances thereto are 
referred to collectively in this section as the canal) in the State of Illinois; 
said fee simple title to be acquired subject to the continuing right of access to 
Sinnissippi Lake by the riparian owners whose land adjoins and abuts said 
lake. Such acquisition may be accomplished by purchase, acceptance of do- 
nation, exchange, exercise of the power of eminent domain, or otherwise. 
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(b) The Secretary of the Army further is authorized out of appropriations 
hereafter made for civil functions administered by the Department of the Army, 
to cause the canal to be repaired and modified for the purpose of placing the 
sume in proper condition for public recreational use other than through-naviga- 
tion, including (but not limited to) the repair or reconstruction of the afore- 
said Government dam across Rock River; the repair or reconstruction of re- 
taining walls, embankments, and fixed portions of the lock and dam structures, 
on both the feeder and the main portions of the canal; the removal of presently 
existing lock gates and the construction of fixed dams in lieu thereof; the repair 
of culverts, drainage ditches, fences, and other structures and improvements, 
except bridges and roads, which the United States has maintained or has been 
obligated to maintain; the replacement of aqueducts with inverted siphons or 
flumes; such other repair, renovation, or reconstruction work as the Chief of 
Engineers may deem necessary or advisable to prepare the canal for public 
recreational use other than through-navigation; and the sale or other disposi- 
tion of equipment, buildings, and other structures, which are designated by the 
State of Illinois as not suitable or needed for such use. The work of repair and 
modification shall be performed by the Corps of Engineers, and upon completion 
thereof the Chief of Engineers shall certify such completion to the Secretary of 
the Army. The work of repair and modification authorized in this subsection, as 
well as the land acquisition authorized in the preceding subsection, shall not be 
commenced prior to the approval by the Chief of Engineers and the responsible 
State representative of the agreement authorized in subsection (e) which shall 
include assurance from the State of Illinois that it will accept the conveyance of 
all right, title, and interest of the United States in and to the canal. Upon such 
conveyance the United States shall have no further obligation with respect to 
the canal. 

(c) Upon the request of the State of Illinois and of any corporation owning a 
railroad which crosses a bridge over the canal, the Secretary of the Army is 
authorized to convey to said corporation, at any time before the conveyance of 
the canal to the State of Illinois as provided in subsection (d) of this section, 
all right, title, and interest of the United States in and to such bridge, and the 
delivery of any such bridge conveyance shall operate as a complete release and 
discharge of the United States from all further obligation with respect to such 
bridge. If the request also provides for the replacement of such bridge with a 
land fill, the Secretary of the Army further is authorided to permit the said cor- 
poration to make such replacement, but shall require adequate provision for cul- 
verts and other structures allowing passage of the waters of the canal and 
necessary drainage, and for right-of-way for necessary and appropriate road 
crossings. 

(d) The Secretary of the Army further is authorized and directed, upon 
execution of the foregoing provisions of this section, to convey and transfer to 
the State of Illinois, by quitclaim deed and such other instruments as the Secre- 
tary may deem appropriate, without further consideration, the property of the 
canal; and to execute such other documents and to perform such other acts as 
shall be necessary and appropriate to complete the transfer to the said State of 
all right, title, and interest of the United States in and to the canal. Upon and 
after the delivery of such deed, the State of Illinois is authorized, at all times, 
to use such quantity of water drawn from Rock River at Sinnissippi Lake, as is 
adequate and appropriate to operate the canal for public recreational use other 
than through-navigation. 

(e) In the execution of the provisions of this section, the Chief of Engineers 
is authorized to enter into agreements with the duly authorized representatives 
of the State of Illinois with respect to the details of repair and modification 
of the canal and the transfer thereof to the State. 

(f) There is hereby authorized to be appropriated the sum of $2,000,000 to 
carry out the provisions of this section. 

Sec. 11. Whenever, during the construction or receonstruction of any naviga- 
tion, flood control, or related water development project under the direction 
of the Secretary of the Army, the Chief of Engineers determines that any struc- 
ture or facility owned by an agency of the Government and utilized in the 
performance of a governmental function should be protected, altered, recon- 
structed, relocated, or replaced to meet the requirements of navigation or flood 
control, or both; or to preserve the safety or integrity of such facility when 
its safety or usefulness is determined by the Chief of Engineers to be adversely 
affected or threatened by the project, the Chief of Engineers may, if he deems 
such action to be in the public interest, enter into a contract providing for the 
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payment from appropriations made for the construction or maintenance of such 
project, of the reasonable actual cost of such remedial work, or for the payment 
of a lump sum representing the estimated reasonable cost: Provided, That this 
section shall not be construed as modifying any existing or future requirement 
of local cooperation, or as indicating a policy that local interests shall not 
hereafter be required to assume costs of modifying such facilities. The pro- 
visions of this section may be applied to projects hereafter authorized and to 
those heretofore authorized but not completed as of the date of this Act, and 
notwithstanding the navigation servitude vested in the United States, they may 
be applied to such structures or facilities occupying the beds of navigable waters 
of the United States. 

Sec. 112. The Secretary of the Army is hereby authorized and directed to 
cause surveys to be made at the following named localities and subject to 
all applicable provisions of section 110 of the River and Harbor Act of 1950: 

Stave Island Harbor at South Goldsboro, Maine. 

Short Sands Section of York Beach, York County, Maine. 

Tashmoo Pond, Martha's Vineyard, Massachusetts. 

Sachem’s Head Harbor at Guilford, Connecticut. 

Poquonock River at Groton, Connecticut. 

Hammonds Cove, entrance to Locust Point Harbor, Long Island Sound, New 
York. 

Indian River Bay to Assawoman Canal known as White’s Creek, and up 
White’s Creek, Delaware. 

Indian River Bay via Pepper’s Creek to Dagsboro, Delaware. 

Chesapeake Bay and tributaries, Maryland, Delaware, and Virginia, with a 
view to elimination of the water chestnut (Trapa Natans). 

Currioman Bay, Virginia. 

Tabbs Creek, Lancaster County, Virginia. 

Wrights Creek, North Carolina. 

Savannah River, with a view to providing nine-foot navigation to Augusta, 
Georgia. 

Little Gasparilla Pass, Charlotte County, Florida. 

Frenchman Creek, Florida. 

Dredged channel, vicinity of Sunshine Skyway, Tampa Bay, Florida. 

Apalachicola River Shipola Cutoff, Florida, via Wewahitchka, with a view to 
providing a channel nine feet deep and one hundred feet wide. 

Apalachicola River, Florida, in the vicinity of Bristol and in the vicinity of 
Blountstown. 

Streams at and in the vicinity of Gulfport, Florida. 

Channel from Port Inland, Michigan, to deep water in Lake Michigan. 

Camp Pendleton Harbor and Oceanside, California, with a view to determining 
the extent of Federal aid which should be granted toward recommended beach 
erosion control measures at Oceanside, California, in equity without regard to 
limitations of Federal law applicable to beach erosion control. 

Anaheim Bay, California, with a view to determining the extent of Federal 
aid which should be granted in equity without regard to limitations of Federal 
law applicable to beach erosion control. 

Sec. 113. Title I may be cited as the “River and Harbor Act of 1957.” 


TITLE II—FLOOD CONTROL 


Sec. 201. That section 3 of the Act approved June 22, 1936 (Public Law Num- 
bered 738, Seventy-fourth Congress), as amended by section 2 of the Act ap- 
proved June 28, 1938 (Public Law Numbered 761, Seventy-fifth Congress), shall 
apply to all works authorized in this title except that for any channel improve- 
ment or channel rectification project, provisions (a). (b), and (c) of section 
3 of said Act of June 22, 1936, shall apply thereto, and except as otherwise pro- 
vided by law: Provided, That the authorization for any flood-control project 
herein adopted requiring local cooperation shall expire tive years from the date 
on which local interests are notified in writing by the Department of the Army 
of the requirements of local cooperation, unless said interest shall within said 
time furnish assurances satisfactory to the Secretary of the Army that the 
required cooperation will be furnished. 

Sec. 202. The provisions of section 1 of the Act of December 22, 1944 (Publie 
Law Numbered 534, Seventy-eighth Congress, second session), shall govern with 
respect to projects authorized in this Act, and the procedures therein set forth 
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with respect to plans, proposals, or reports for works of improvement for navi- 
gation or flood control and for irrigation and purposes incidental thereto shall 
apply as if herein set forth in full. 

Sec. 203. The following works of improvement for the benefit of navigation 
and the control of destructive floodwaters and other purposes are hereby 
adopted and authorized to be prosecuted under the direction of the Secretary of 
the Army and the supervision of the Chief of Engineers in accordance with the 
plans in the respective reports hereinafter designated and subject to the condi- 
tions set forth therein: Provided, That the necessary plans, specifications, and 
preliminary work may be prosecuted on any project authorized in this title with 
funds from appropriations heretofore or hereafter made for flood control so as 
to be ready for rapid inauguration of a construction program: Provided further, 
That the projects authorized herein shall be initiated as expeditiously and 
prosecuted as vigorously as may be consistent with budgetary requirements: 
And provided further, That penstocks and other similar facilities adapted to 
possible future use in the development of hydroelectric power shall be installed 
in any dam authorized in this Act for construction by the Department of the 
Army when approved by the Secretary of the Army on the recommendation of 
the Chief of Engineers and the Federal Power Commission. 


CONNECTICUT RIVER BASIN 


In addition to previous authorizations, there is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated the sum of $19,000,000 for the prosecution of the comprehensive 
plan for the Connecticut River Basin, approved in the Act of June 28, 1938, as 
amended and supplemented by subsequent Acts of Congress and such compre- 
hensive plan is hereby modified to include the construction of the Littleville 
Reservoir on the Middle Branch of Westfield River, Massachusetts, substantially 
in accordance with the report of the Chief of Engineers dated September 28, 
1956, at an estimated cost of $5,000,000. 

The project for the Mad River Dam and Reservoir on the Mad River above 
Winsted, Connecticut, is hereby authorized substantially in accordance with the 
report of the Chief of Engineers dated September 25, 1956, at an estimated cost 
of $5,820,000: Provided, That the Federal Government shall acquire the neces- 
sary lands and rights-of-way and maintain and operate the project after 


completion. 
HOUSATONIC RIVER BASIN 


The project for the flood control dam and reservoir on Hall Meadow Brook in 
Torrington and Goshen, Connecticut, is hereby authorized substantially in 
accordance with the report of the Chief of Engineers dated November 16, 1956, 
at an estimated cost of $2,420,000: Provided, That the Federal Government shall 
acquire the necessary lands and rights-of-way and maintain and operate the 
project after completion. 

The project for the flood control dam and reservoir on the Bast Branch of the 
Naugatuck River in Torrington, Connecticut, is hereby authorized substantially 
in accordance with the report of the Chief of Engineers dated November 16, 
1956, at an estimated cost of $2,670,000: Provided, That the Federal Government 
shall acquire the necessary lands and rights-of-way and maintain and operate 
the project after completion. 


SUSQUEHANNA RIVER BASIN 


The project for flood protection on the North Branch of the Susquehanna 
River, New York and Pennsylvania, is hereby authorized substantially in accord- 
ance with the recommendations of the Chief of Engineers in House Document 
Numbered 394, Eighty-fourth Congress, and there is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated the sum of $30,000,000 for partial accomplishment of that plan. 


PANTEGO AND CUCKLERS CREEK, NORTH CAROLINA 


The project for flood protection on Pantego and Cucklers Creek, North 
Carolina, is hereby authorized substantially in accordance with recommenda- 
tions of the Chief of Engineers in House Document Numbered 398, Highty-fourth 
Congress, at an estimated cost of $413,000. 
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SAVANNAH RIVER BASIN 


In addition to previous authorizations, there is hereby authorized the com- 
pletion of Hartwell Reservoir, approved in the Flood Control Acts of December 22, 
1944, and May 17, 1959, in accordance with the report of the Chief of Engineers 
contained in House Document Numbered 657, Seventy-eighth Congress, at an 
estimated cost of $44,300,000. 


CENTRAL AND SOUTHERN FLORIDA 


In addition to previous authorizations, there is hereby authorized to be appro- 
priated the sum of $40,000,000 for the prosecution of the comprehensive plan 
for flood control and other purposes in central and southern Florida approved 
in the Act of June 30, 1948, and sebsequent Acts of Congress, and such compre- 
hensive plan is hereby modified to include the following items: 

The project for canals, levees, water control structures on the west side of 
the Everglades agricultural and conservation areas in Hendry County, Florida, 
substantially in accordance with the report of the Board of Engineers for Rivers 
and Harbors dated November 30, 1956, at an estimated cost of $3,172,000; 

The project for rectification of sedimentation conditions in South Fork of 
Saint Lucie River in the vicinity of Palm City, Florida, caused by operation of 
the Saint Lucie Canal, by removal of the entire shoal in accordance with plan A 
presented by the district engineer in Senate Document Numbered ——, Eighty- 
fifth Congress, at an estimated cost of $165,000: Provided, That local interests 
agree to maintain and operate the project upon completion. 


MOBILE RIVER BASIN 


(Tombigbee, Warrior, and Alabama-Coosa ) 


The project for flood control and related purposes on the Tombigbee River 
and tributaries, Mississippi and Alabama, is hereby authorized substantially in 
accordance with recommendations of the Chief of Engineers in his report pub- 
lished as House Document Numbered 167, Eighty-fourth Congress, at an esti- 
mated cost of $19,711,000; Provided, That in lieu of the cash contribution con- 
tained in item (f) of the recommendations of the Chief of Engineers, local 
interests contribute in cash or equivalent work, the sum of $1,073,000 in addition 
to other items of local cooperation. 

The project for flood protection on the Alabama River at Montgomery, Ala- 
bama, is hereby authorized substantially in accordance with the report of the 
Chief of Engineers dated December 10, 1956, at an estimated cost of $1,300,900. 


LOWER MISSISSIPPI RIVER 


The project for flood control and improvement of the lower Mississippi River 
adopted by the Act approved May 15, 1928, as amended by subsequent Acts, is 
hereby modified and expanded to include the following items and the authoriza- 
tion for said project is increased accordingly : 

(a) Modification and extension of channel improvement work on the main 
stem of the Mississippi River substantially in accordance with the recommenda- 
tion of the Mississippi River Commission in its report of April 5, 1956, at an 
estimated cost, over that now authorized, of $219,000,000 for comstruction and 
$4,800,000 annually for maintenance. 

(b) Modification of the White River Backwater project, Arkansas, substan- 
tially in accordance with the recommendation of the Chief of Engineers in his 
report dated September 28, 1956, at an estimated cost, over that now author- 
ized, of $2,380,000 for construction and $57,000 annually for maintenance: Pro- 
vided, That the Secretary of the Interior shall grant to the White River Drainage 
District of Phillips and Dasha Counties, Arkansas, such permits, rights-of-way, 
and easements over lands of the United States in the White River Migratory 
Refuge, as the Chief of Engineers may determine to be required for the construc- 
tion, operation, and maintenance of this project. 

(c) Modification and extension of plan of improvement in the Boeuf and 
Tensas Rivers and Bayou Macon Basin, Arkansas, substantially in accordance 
with report of the Chief of Engineers dated May 24, 1956, at an estimated cost 
of $1,212,000. 

(d) In addition to the previous authorization, there is hereby authorized to 
be appropriated the sum of $28,200,000 for prosecution of the plan of improve- 
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ment for the control of Old and Atchafalaya Rivers and a navigation lock ap- 
proved in the Act of September 3, 1954. 

(e) In addition to previous authorizations, there is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated the sum of $35,674,000 for prosecution of the plan of improvement 
in the Saint 'rancis River Basin approved in the Act of Muy 17, 1950. 

(f) Subparagraph (g) under the title “Lower Mississippi River,’ section 10, 
of the Act approved July 24, 1946, is hereby amended to read “Extension of the 
authorized headwater project for the Yazoo River and tributaries to include the 
drainage of runoff waters from the watershed of McKinney Bayou and the pro- 
viding of pumping capacity additional to that now existing for said waters in the 
proportion determined by the Chief of Engineers is authorized in the discretion of 
the Chief of Engineers, at an estimated cost of $800,000.” 

The project for flood protection and related purposes on Bayou Chevreuil, 
Louisiana, is hereby authorized substantially in accordance with the recom- 
mendations of the Chief of Engineers in House Document Numbered 347, Eighty- 
fourth Congress, at an estimated cost of $547,000: Provided, That work already 
performed by local interests on this project, in accordance with the recommended 
plan as determined by the Chief of Engineers, may be credited to the cash con- 
tribution required of local interests. 

The project for flood protection on Wolf River and tributaries, Tennessee, is 
hereby authorized substantially in accordance with the report of the Chief of 


Engineers dated September 27, 1956, at an estimated cost of $1,932,000. 
RED-OUACHITA RIVER BASIN 


The general plan for flood control on Red River, Texas, Oklahoma, Arkansas, 
end Louisiana, below Denison Dam, Texas and Oklahoma, as authorized by the 
Flood Control Act of 1946, is modified and expanded, at an estimated cost in 
addition to that now authorized of $53,235,000, substantially in accordance with 
the recommendations of the Chief of Engineers in his report dated October 19, 
1956, on Millwood Reservoir and Alternate Reservoirs, Little River, Oklahoma 
and Arkansas, except as follows: 

(1) The Sherwood Reservoir on Mountain Fork River is authorized in addi- 
tion to the six other reservoirs upstream from the Millwood Reservoir, recom- 
mended by the Chief of Engineers. 

(2) In the case of such reservoirs, the basis for determining the cost allocated 
to hydroelectric power and water supply purposes shall be the incremental method 
of allocation whereby the cost allocated to power and water supply should be 
limited to the cost of adding power and water as purposes in the project, and 
all flood-control and land-enhancement benefits shall be nonreimbursable; and 

(3) Such seven reservoirs shall be constructed concurrently with Millwood 
Reservoir. 

The States of Arkansas and Oklahoma shall have priority of use, consistent 
with the laws of such States, of any water supplies originating within their 
respective boundaries and developed, conserved, or improved by any project now 
or hereafter authorized as part of the general plan for flood control on the Red 
River. 

ARKANSAS RIVER BASIN 


The project for the Trinidad Dam on Purgatoire River, Colorado, is hereby 
authorized substantially in accordance with the recommendations of the Chief of 
Engineers in House Document Numbered 3825, Highty-fourth Congress, at an 
estimated cost of $16,628,000. 

The first section of the Act entitled “An Act to provide for the construction of 
the Markham Ferry project on the Grand River in Oklahoma by the Grand River 
Dam Authority, an instrumentality of the State of Oklahoma”, approved July 6, 
1954 (68 Stat. 450), is amended by inserting after ‘‘as recommended by the Chief 
of Engineers,” the following: ‘‘or such additional flood storage or pool elevations, 
or both, as may be approved by the Chief of Engineers,”. 


WHITE RIVER BASIN 


In addition to previous authorizations, there is hereby authorized the sum of 
$57,000,000 for the prosecution of the comprehensive plan and for the White River 
Basin, approved in the Act of June 28, 1938, as amended, and supplemented by 
subsequent Acts of Congress, and such comprehensive plan is hereby modified to 
provide for the generation of power in conjunction with flood control at the 
Lone Rock Reservoir and the addition of Gilbert Reservoir for flood control, 
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power generation, and other purposes as recommended by the District Engineer in 
House Document Numbered 499, Eighty-third Congress. 


UPPER MISSISSIPPI RIVER BASIN 


In addition to previous authorizations, there is hereby authorized to be appro- 
priated the sum of $21,000,000 for the prosecution of the comprehensive plan for 
the Upper Mississippi River Basin, approved in the Act of June 28, 1938, as 
amended and supplemented by subsequent Act of Congress. 

The project for flood protection on Eau Galle River at Spring Valley, Wisconsin, 
is hereby authorized substantially in accordance with recommendations of the 
Chief of Engineers in Senate Document Numbered 52, Eighty-fourth Congress, 
at an estimated cost of $6,690,000. 

The project for flood protection on the Mississippi River at Winona, Minnesota, 
is hereby authorized substantially in accordance with the recommendations of 
the Chief of Engineers in House Document Numbered 324, Eighty-fourth Con- 
gress, at an estimated cost of $1,620,000. 

The project for flood protection on the Minnesota River at Mankato and North 
Mankato, Minnesota, is hereby authorized substantially as recommended by the 
Chief of Engineers in House Document Numbered 437, Eighty-fourth Congress, 
at an estimated cost of $1,870,000. 

The project for the Saylorsville Reservoir on the Des Moines River, Iowa, is 
hereby authorized substantially in accordance with the recommendations of the 
Chief of Engineers in Senate Document Numbered ——, Highty-fifth Congress, 
at an estimated cost of $44,500,000; 

The Shelbyville Reservoir project on the Kaskaskia River, Illinois, is hereby 
authorized substantially as recommended by the Board of Engineers for Rivers 
and Harbors in its report dated November 30, 1956, at an estimated cost of 
$23,000,000, 

The project for flood protection on the Root River at Rushford, Minnesota, is 
hereby authorized substantially as recommended by the Chief of Engineers, in 
House Document Numbered 431, Eighty-fourth Congress, at an estimated cost 
of STi" 3,000. 

GREAT LAKES BASIN 


The project for flood protection on the Bad River at Mellen and Odanah, 
Wisconsin, is hereby authorized substantially in accordance with the recom- 
mendations of the Chief of Engineers in House Document Numbered 165, Eighty- 
fourth Congress, at an estimated cost of $917,000. 

The project for flood protection on the Kalamazoo River at Kalamazoo, 
Michigan, is hereby authorized substantially in accordance with the recommenda- 
tions of the Chief of Engineers in Senate Document Numbered 53, Bighty-fourth 
Congress, at an estimated cost of $5,358,000. 

The project for flood protection on the Grand River, Michigan, is hereby 
authorized substantially in accordance with the recommendations of the Chief 
of Engineers in Senate Document Numbered 132, Eighty-fourth Congress, at an 
estimated cost of $9,825,000. 

The project for flood protection on the Saginaw River, Michigan, is hereby 
authorized substantially in accordance with the recommendations of the Chief 
of Engineers in House Document Numbered 346, Eighty-fourth Congress, at an 
estimated cost of $16,085,000. 

The project for flood protection on Owasco Outlet, tributary of Oswego River, 
at Auburn, New York, is hereby authorized substantially in accordance with the 
recommendations of the Chief of Engineers in Senate Document Numbered 133, 
Eighty-fourth Congress, at an estimated cost of $305,000. 


MISSOURI RIVER BASIN 


In addition to previous authorizations, there is hereby authorized to be appro- 
priated the sum of $200,000,000 for the prosecution of the comprehensive plan 
for the Missouri River Basin, approved in the Act of June 28, 1938, as amended 
and supplemented by subsequent Acts of Congress: Provided, That with respect 
to any power attributable to any dam in such plan to be constructed by the Corps 
of Engineers, the construction of which has not been started, an equitable pro- 
portion of such power as may be determined by the Secretary of Interior, or 
such portions thereof as may be required from time to time to meet loads under 
contract made within this reservation, shall be made available for use in the 
State where such dam is constructed. 
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The general comprehensive plans for flood control and other purposes in the 
Missouri River Basin set forth in House Document Numbered 475 and Senate 
Document Numbered 191, as revised and coordinated by Senate Document Num- 
bered 247, Seventy-eighth Congress, approved in the Flood Control Act of Decem- 
ber 22, 1944, are hereby modified to include the payment by the Corps of En- 
gineers to the city of Williston, North Dakota, from funds heretofore or hereafter 
appropriated for the Garrison Reservoir project, a sum of $1,200,000, which 
payment is to compensate for the replacement of the municipal water supply and 
water treatment facilities of said city which will be damaged, impaired, and 
rendered inoperative by the construction and operation of the Garrison Dam 
and Reservoir in said basin. 

That portion of title III of the Act of July 2, 1956 (Public Law 641, Eighty- 
fourth Congress, 70 Stat. 474, 480) that pertains to the purchase of lands and 
improvements in the Lewis and Clark Irrigation District in lieu of protecting 
said Lewis and Clark Irrigation District in connection with the development, 
construction, and operation of the Garrison Dam and Reservoir project on the 
Missouri River, is amended to read as follows: 

“That in lieu of protecting the Lewis and Clark Irrigation District, the sum 
of $1,935,000 of the funds herein or hereafter appropriated for the Garrison 
Dam and Reservoir project on the Missouri River shall be available for the 
purchase of lands and improvements in the Lewis and Clark Irrigation District, 
and the sum of $1,196,000 shall be available for the relocation of highways and 
utilities therein. The substitution of land acquisition for the protection shall 
be made and the Secretary of the Army shall acquire such land and improve- 
ments if all of the landowners, except the State of North Dakota or any of its 
political subdivisions or agencies, on or before June 30, 1957, have offered to sell 
their property on terms agreeable to said landowners, and within the amount 
provided herein for such land acquisition. The Secretary of the Army is author- 
ized to acquire lands and improvements owned by the State of North Dakota 
or any of its political subdivisions or agencies pursuant to the provisions of this 
or any other Act except that no limitation of time shall apply within which prop- 
erty of the State of North Dakota or any of its political subdivisions or agencies 
shall be offered for sale if property of the State of North Dakota or any of its 
political subdivisions or agencies is acquired pursuant to the provisions of this 
Act. If all of the landowners except the State of North Dakota or its political 
subdivisions or agencies on or before June 30, 1957, have offered to sell their 
property on terms agreeable to said landowners, within the amount provided 
for such land acquisition, and the Secretary of the Army determines that the 
acquisition of lands and improvements of the State of North Dakota and any 
of its political subdivisions or agencies is necessary, the institution of condemna- 
tion in the appropriate United States district court is authorized.” 

The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Corps of Engineers, is author- 
ized and directed to undertake the construction and to provide suitable sewer 
facilities, conforming to applicable standards of the South Dakota Department 
of Health, to replace certain existing water or sewer facilities of (1) the Saint 
Joseph’s Indian School, Chamberlain, South Dakota, by facilities to provide for 
treatment of sewage or connection to the city system not exceeding $35,000 in 
cost; (2) Fort Pierre, South Dakota, sewer facilities not exceeding $120,000, and 
water facilities not exceeding $25,000; and (3) the cit? of Pierre, South Dakota, 
sewer facilities not exceeding $210,000: and (4) the Secretary of the Army, 
acting through the Corps of Engineers, is further authorized and directed to pay 
to the Ridgeview School District, Ridgeview, South Dakota, $10,000 as reim- 
bursement for the public school building provided by said district as required by 
State law for children living at or near the Cheyenne Agency of the Cheyenne 
River Sioux Reservation, South Dakota, which school building was constructed 
on reservation lands and is being flooded out by the Oahe Dam and Reservoir 
project: Provided, That the Secretary of the Army is authorized to provide the 
sums necessary to carry out the provisions of this section out of any sums 
appropriated for the construction of the Oahe Dam and Reservoir project, Mis- 
souri River. 

The project for enlargement and improvement of the existing dam and reservoir 
on Elm River, a tributary of the James River, South Dakota, for better utiliza- 
tion of the site capacity, is hereby authorized, substantially in accordance with 
the report of the Chief of Engineers dated December 21, 1956, at an estimated 
cost of $1,750,000: Provided, That local interests shall acquire the necessary 
lands or easements and agree to maintain the project after completion. 
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The project for flood protection on the Floyd River, Iowa, is hereby authorized 
substantially as recommended by the Chief of Engineers in House Document Num- 
bered 417, Kighty-fourth Congress, at an estimated cost of $8,060,000. 

The project for flood protection on the Black Vermillion River at Frankfort, 
Kansas, is hereby authorized substantially as recommended by the Chief of 
Engineers in House Document Numbered 409, Eighty-fourth Congress, at an 
estimated cost of $850,000. 

The project for flood protection in the Gering and Mitchell Valleys, Nebrasla, 
is hereby authorized substantially as recommended by the Chief of Engineers 
in Senate Document Numbered 139, Eighty-fourth Congress, at an estimated cost 
of $1,214,000. 

The project for flood control on Salt Creek and tributaries, Nebraska, is here- 
by authorized substantially as recommended by the Chief of Engineers in House 
Document Numbered 396, Eighty-fourth Congress, at an estimated cost of 
$13,314,000. 

RED RIVER OF THE NORTH BASIN 


The project for flood protection on Ruffy Brook and Lost River, Minnesota, 
is hereby authorized substantially in accordance with the recommendations of 
the Chief of Engineers in Senate Document Numbered 141, Kighty-fourth Con- 
gress, at an estimated cost of $632,000. 


OHIO RIVER BASIN 


The project for the Saline River and tributaries, Lilinois, is hereby authorized 
substantially in accordance with the recommendations of the Chief of Engineers 
in his report published as House Document Numbered 316, Eighty-fourth Con- 
gress, at an estimated cost of $5,970,000: Provided, That in lieu of the cash 
contribution recommended by the Chief of Engineers, local interests contribute 
in cash, the sum of $233,000, in addition to other items of local cooperation. 

The project for the Upper Wabash River and tributaries, Indiana, is here- 
by authorized substantially in accordance with the recommendations of the Chief 
of Engineers in House Document Numbered «35, Eighty-fourth Congress, at 
an estimated cost of $45,500,000. 

The project for flood protection on Brush Creek at Princeton, West Virginia, 
is hereby authorized substantially in accordance with the recommendations of 
the Chief of Engineers in Senate Document Numbered 122, Eighty-fourth Con- 
gress, at an estimated cost of $917,000. 

The project for flood protection on Meadow River at East Rainelle, West 
Virginia, is hereby authorized substantially in accordance with the recommenda- 
tions of the Chief of Engineers in Senate Document Numbered 137, Eighty-fourth 
Congress, at an estimated cost of $708,000. 

The project for flood protection on Lake Chautauqua and Chadakoin River 
at Jamestown, New York, is hereby authorized substantially in accordance w'th 
the recommendations of the Chief of Engineers in Senate Document Numbered 
103, Eighty-fourth Congress, at an estimated cost of $4,796,000. 

The project for flood protection on the West Branch of the Mahoning River, 
Ohio, is hereby authorized substantially in accordance with the report of the 
Division Engineer, dated October 29, 1956, at an estimated cost of $12,585,000. 

The project for flood protection on Sandy Lick Creek at Brookville, Pennsyl- 
vania, is hereby authorized substantially in acordance with the report of the 
Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors dated November 30, 1956, at an 
estimated cost of $1,188,000. 


SACRAMENTO RIVER BASIN 


In addition to previous authorizations, there is hereby authorized to be ap- 
propriated the sum of $17,000,000 for the prosecution of the comprehensive plan 
approved in the Act of December 22, 1944, as amended and supplemented by sub- 
sequent Acts of Congress. 

The project for flood protection on the Sacramento River from Chico Land- 
ing to Red Bluff, California, is hereby authorized substantially in accordance 
with the recommendations of the Chief of Engineers in House Document Num- 
bered 272, EKighty-fourth Congress, at an estimated cost of $1,560,000. 
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EEL RIVER BASIN 


The project for flood protection on the Eel River in the Sandy Prairie Region, 
California, is hereby authorized substantially in accordance with the report of 
the Chief of Engineers, dated December 5, 1956, at an éstimated cost of $707,000. 


WEBER RIVER BASIN, UTAH 


The project for flood protection on the Weber River and tributaries, Utah, 
is hereby authorized substantially in accordance with the recommendations of the 
Chief of Engineers in House Document Numbered 158, Eighty-fourth Congress, 
at an estimated cost of $520,000. 


SAN JOAQUIN RIVER BASIN 


In addition to previous authorizations, there is hereby authorized to be ap- 
propriated the sum of $13,000,000 for the prosecution of the comprehensive plan 
approved in the Act of December 22, 1944, as amended and supplemented by sub- 
sequent Acts of Congress. 

The project for the Buchanan Reservoir on the Chowchilla River, California, 
is hereby authorized substantially in accordance with the recommendations of the 
Chief of Engineers in House Document Numbered 367, Eighty-first Congress, at 
an estimated cost of $10,900,000: Provided, That, prior to starting construction, 
ussurances of repayment arrangements for the cost allocated to irrigation be 
obtained by the Secretary of the Interior. 

The project for the Hidden Reservoir on the Fresno River, California, is hereby 
authorized substantially in accordance with the recommendations of the Chief 
of Engineers in House Document Numbered 367, Eighty-first Congress, at an 
estimated cost of $12,500,000: Provided, That prior to starting construction as- 
surances of repayment arrangements for the cost allocated to irrigation be 
obtained by the Secretary of the Interior. 


KAWEAH AND TULE RIVER BASINS 


In addition to previous authorizations, there is hereby authorized to be appro- 
priated the sum of $28,000,000 for the prosecution of the comprehensive plan 
approved in the Act of December 22, 1944, as amended and supplemented by sub- 
sequent Acts of Congress. 


LOS ANGELES RIVER BASIN 


In addition to previous authorizations, there is hereby authorized to be ap- 
propriated the sum of $44,000,000, for the prosecution of the comprehensive plan 
approved in the Act of June 28, 1938, as amended and supplemented by subse- 
quent Acts of Congress. 

SANTA ANA RIVER BASIN 


In addition to previous authorizations, there is hereby authorized to be appro- 
priated the sum of $3,000,000, for the prosecution of the comprehensive plan 
approved in the Act of June 28, 1938, as amended and supplemented by subse- 
quent Acts of Congress. 

COLUMBIA RIVER BASIN 


In addition to previous authorizations, there is hereby authorized to be ap- 
propriated the sum of $112,000,000 for the prosecution of the projects and plans 
for the Columbia River Basin, including the Willamette River Basin, authorized 
by the Flood Control Act of June 28, 1938, and subsequent Acts of Congress, 
including the Flood Control Acts of May 17, 1950, and September 3, 1954. 

The project for Bruces Eddy Dam and Reservoir on the North Fork of the 
Clearwater River, Idaho, for flood control, navigation, and other purposes, is 
hereby authorized substantially in accordance with the recommendations of the 
Chief of Engineers in Senate Document Numbered 51, Eighty-fourth Congress; 
and there is hereby authorized to be appropriated the sum of $25,000,000, for 
partial accomplishment of the project, and the authorization for appropriation 
for the Columbia River Basin is hereby increased accordingly: Provided, That 
with respect to any power attributable to such project an equitable proportion of 
firm power as determined by the Secretary of the Interior, or such portion thereof 
as may be required from time to time to meet loads under contracts made withir 
this reservation, shall be made avidilable for use in the State of Idaho. 
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SAMMAMISH RIVER BASIN 


The project for flood protection and related purposes on the Sammamish River, 
Washington, is hereby authorized substantially as recommended by the Chief 
of Engineers in House Document Numbered 157, Eighty-fourth Congress, at an 
estimated cost of $825,000. 

TERRITORY OF ALASKA 


The project for flood protection on Chena River at Fairbanks, Alaska, is hereby 
authorized substantially in accordance with the recommendations of the Chief 
of Engineers in House Document Numbered 137, Eighty-fourth Congress, at an 
estimated cost of $9,727,000. 

Sec. 204. That, in recognition of the flood-control accomplishments of the 
multiple-purpose Oroville Dam and Reservoir, proposed to be constructed on the 
Feather River by the State of California, there is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated a monetary contribution toward the construction cost of such dam 
and reservoir and the amount of such contribution shall be determined by the 
Secretary of the Army in cooperation with the State of California, subject to a 
finding by the Secretary of the Army of economic justification for allocation of 
the amount to flood control, such funds to be administered by the Secretary of 
the Army: Provided, That prior to making the monetary contribution or any part 
thereof, the Department of the Army and the State of California shall have en- 
tered into an agreement providing for operation of the Oroville Dam in such 
manner as will produce the fiood-control benefits upon which the monetary con- 
tribution is predicated, and such operation of the dam for flood control shall be 
in accordance with rules prescribed by the Secretary of the Army pursuant to 
the provisions of section 7 of the Flood Control Act of 1944 (58 Stat. 890): 
Provided further, That the funds appropriated under this authorization shall be 
administered by the Secretary of the Army in a manner which shall assure that 
the annual Federal contribution during the project construction period does not 
exceed the percentage of the annual expenditure for the Oroville Dam and Reser- 
voir which the total flood-control contribution bears to the total cost of the dam 
and reservoir: And provided further, That unless construction of the Oroville 
Dam and Reservoir is undertaken within two years from the date of enactment 
of this Act, the authority for the monetary contribution contained herein shall 
expire. 

Sec. 205. In prosecuting plans and projects for navigation, flood control, and 
allied purposes heretofore or hereafter authorized, storage may be included in 
any reservoir project to be constructed by the Corps of Engineers without reim- 
bursement to increase low flows downstream to the extent warranted at that 
time, or anticipated to be warranted at that time, or anticipated to be warranted 
during the economic life of the project, by widespread, general, and nonexclusive 
benefits from such increases in low flow. 

Sec. 206. (a) It is hereby declared to be the policy of the Congress to recognize 
the primary responsibilities of the States and local interests in developing water 
supplies for domestic, municipal, industrial, and other purposes and that the 
Federal Government should participate and cooperate with States and local in- 
terests in developing such water supplies in connection with the construction, 
maintenance and operation of Federal navigation, flood control or multiple pur- 
pose projects. 

(b) In carrying out this policy and that set forth in section 205 above, it is 
hereby provided that storage may also be included in any reservoir project 
surveyed, planned, constructed or to be planned, surveyed and/or constructed 
by the Corps of Engineers to impound water for present or anticipated future 
demand or need for municipal or industrial water and the reasonable value 
thereof may be taken into account in estimating the economic value of the 
entire project: Provided, That when contract for the use of such impounded 
waters is made it shall be on the basis that will provide equitable reimburse- 
ment to the United States as determined by the Secretary of the Army: Provided 
further, That the entire amount of the construction costs, including interest 
during construction, allocated to water supply shall be repaid within the economic 
life of the project, but in no event to exceed fifty years after the project is first 
available for the storage of water for any purpose. The interest rate used for 
purposes of computing interest during construction and interest on the unpaid 
balance shall be determined by the Secretary of the Treasury, as of the beginning 
of the fiscal year in which construction is initiated, on the basis of the computed 
average interest rate payable by the Treasury upon its outstanding marketable 
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public obligations, which are neither due nor callable for redemption for fifteen 
years from date of issue. 

Sec. 207. (a) In order to provide adjustments in the lands or interests in land 
heretofore acquired for the Grapevine and Garza-Little-Elm Reservoir projects 
in Texas to conform such acquisition to a lesser estate in lands now being 
acquired to complete the real estate requirements of the projects the Secretary of 
the Army (hereinafter referred to as the “Secretary”) is authorized to reconvey 
any such land heretofore acquired to the former owners thereof whenever (1) 
he shall determine that such land is not required for public purposes, including 
publie recreational use, and (2) he shall have received an application for recon- 
veyance as hereinafter provided: Provided, however, That prior to January 1, 
1958, no lands heretofore acquired for the Grapevine Reservoir project lying 
below elevation 557 feet shall be reconveyed pursuant to this section or revested 
pursuant to the Act of October 21, 1942 (56 Stat. 797). 

(b) Any such reconveyance of any such land or interests shall be made only 
after the Secretary (1) has given notice, in such manner (including publication) 
as regulations prescribe to the former owner of such land or interests, and (2) 
has received an application for the reconveyance of such land or interests from 
such former owner in such form as he shall by regulation prescribe. Such 
application shall be made within a period of ninety days following the date of 
issuance of such notice, but on good cause the Secretary may waive this require- 
ment. 

(c) Any reconveyance of land therein made under this Act shall be subject 
to such exceptions, restrictions, and reservations (including a reservation to the 
United States of flowage rights) as the Secretary may determine are in the 
public interest, except that no mineral rights may be reserved in said lands unless 
the Secretary finds that such reservation is needed for the efficient operation of 
the reservoir projects designated in this Act. 

(d) Any land reconveyed under this Act shall be sold for an amount deter- 
mined by the Secretary to be equal to the price for which the land was acquired 
by the United States, adjusted to reflect (1) any increase in the value thereof 
resulting from improvements made thereon by the United States (the Govern- 
ment shall receive no payment as a result of any enhancement of values resulting 
from the construction of the reservoir projects specified in subsection (a) of this 
section), or (2) any decrease in the value thereof resulting from (A) any 
reservation, exception, restrictions, and condition to which the reconveyance is 
made subject, and (B) any damage to the land caused by the United States. In 
addition, the cost of any surveys or boundary markings necessary as an incident 
of such reconveyance shall be borne by the grantee. 

(e) The requirements of this section shall not be applicable with respect to 
the disposition of any land, or interest therein, described in subsection (a) if the 
Secretary shall certify that notice has been given to the former owner of such 
land or interest as provided in subsection (b) and that no qualified applicant has 
made timely anplication for the reconveyance of such land or interest. 

(f) As used in this section the term “former owner” means the person from 
whom any land, or interests therein, was acquired by the United States, or if 
such person is deceased, his spouse, or if such spouse is deceased, his children, 
or the heirs at law. 

(g) The Secretary of the Army may delegate any authority conferred upon 
him by this section to any officer or employee of the Department of the Army. 
Any such officer or employee shall exercise the authority so delegated under rules 
and regulations approved by the Secretary. 

(h) Any proceeds from reconveyances made under this Act shall be covered 
into the Treasury of the United States as miscellaneous receipts. 

(i) This section shall terminate three years after the date of its enactment. 

Sec. 20S, The Secretary of the Army is hereby authorized and directed to cause 
surveys for flood control and allied purposes, including channel and major drain- 
age improvements, and floods aggravated by or due to wind or tidal effects, to 
be made under the direction of the Chief of Engineers, in drainage areas of the 
United States and its Territorial possessions, which include the following named 
localities: Provided, That after the regular or formal reports made on any survey 
are submitted to Congress, no supplemental or additional report or estimate shall 
be made unless authorized by law except that the Secretary of the Army may 
cause a review of any examination or survey to be made and a report thereon 
submitted to Congress if such review is required by the national defense or by 
changed physical or economic conditions: Provided further, That the Govern- 
ment shall not be deemed to have entered upon any project for the improvement 
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of any waterway or harbor mentioned in this title until the project for the 
proposed work shall have been adopted by law: 

Hackensack River, New York and New Jersey, including drainage and recla- 
mation of lands. 

Mills Creek, Florida. 

Streams in Seminole County, Florida, draining into the Saint Johns River. 

Streams in Brevard County, Florida, draining Indian River and adjacent 
coastal areas including Merritt Island. 

Lake Pontchartrain, Louisiana, in the interest of protecting Salt Bayou Road. 

San Felipi Creek, Texas, at and in the vicinity of Del Rio, Texas. 

El Paso, El Paso County, Texas. 

Rio Grande and tributaries, at and in the vicinity of Fort Hancock, Hudspeth 
County, Texas. 

Stump Creek, tributary of North Fork of Mahoning Creek, at Sykesville, Penn- 
sylvania. 

Little River and Cayuga Creek, at and in the vicinity of Cayuga Island, Niagara 
County, New York. 

Watersheds of the Illinois River, at and in the vicinity of Chicago, Illinois, the 
Chicago River, Illinois, the Calumet River, Illinois and Indiana, and their tribu- 
taries, and any areas in northeast Illinois and northwest Indiana which drain 
directly into Lake Michigan with respect to flood control and major drainage 
problems. 

Sacramento River Basin, California, with reference to cost allocation studies 
for Oroville Dam. 

Pescadero Creek, California. 

Soquel Creek, California. 

San Gregorio Creek and tributaries, California. 

tedwood Creek, San Mateo, California. 

Streams at and in the vicinity of San Mateo, California. 

Streams at and in the vicinity of South San Francisco, California. 

Streams at and in the vicinity of Burlingame, California. 

Kellogg and Marsh Creeks, Contra Costa County, California. 

Eastkoot Creek, Stinson Beach area, Marin County, California. 

Rodeo Creek, tributary of San Pablo Bay, Contra Costa County, California. 

Pinole Creek, tributary of San Pablo Ray, Contra Costa County, California. 

Rogue River, Oregon, in the interest of flood control, navigation, hydroelectric 
power, irrig ration, and allied purposes. 

Kihei District, Island of Maui, Territory of Hawaii. 

Sec. 209. In addition to previous authorizations, there is hereby authorized to 
be appropriated the sum of $200,000,000 for the prosecution of the comprehensive 
plan adopted by section 9 (a) of the Act approved December 22, 1914 (Public 
Numbered 534, Seventy-eighth Congress), for continuing the works in the Mis- 
souri River Basin to be undertaken under said plans by the Secretary of the 
Interior. 

Sec. 210. That for preliminary examinations and surveys authorized in previous 
river and harbor and flood control Acts, the Secretary of the Army is hereby 
directed to cause investigations and reports for flood control and allied purposes, 
to be prepared under the supervision of the Chief of Engineers in the form of 
survey reports, and that preliminary examination reports shall no longer be 
required to be prepared. 

Sec. 211. Title II may be cited as the “Flood Control Act of 1957.” 


Senator Kerr. Senator Bush, do you have a statement to make or 
anything you want to put into the record this morning ? 

Senator Busw. Mr. Chairman, yes, 1 do. I didn’t know how you 
intended to proceed, whether you were going to have the Engineers 
take up this first group of items or whether you wanted me to just 
go ahead and spe ak my piece. 

Senator Kerr. We will be guided by your wishes in the matter. 
The Engineers and the Budget are going to be asked to comment on 
the bill. 

Senator Busu. All right. 

Senator Kerr. And as you are here, we will be glad for you to ask 
any questions you want to ask at the time, or you can make a state- 
ment now and do that later. 
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Senator Busn. Just to save time for the committee, I might ask if 
they are going to comment in extenso. 

Senator Kerr. You may ask them. 

General Irscunrr. We plan merely to summarize the bill as it now 
stands und to give the present status of the reports on projects that 
would be authorized by this bill. 

Senator Busu. Mr. Chairman, you are very gracious in permitting 
me to choose and I think I will take advantage of that and make my 
own statement since I have a conflict with the Banking and Currency 
Committee hearings this morning. 

First I want to say I am grateful to the chairman for this consid- 
eration, and I might say in passing that I feel very unhappy this 
morning being here as a witness rather than a member of the com- 
mittee which I have 4 hard years invested in and very happy ones, 
and my association with the chairman presiding today is one of my 
happiest items in that recollection, and I appreciate your courtesy 
this morning. 


STATEMENT OF HON. PRESCOTT BUSH, UNITED STATES SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF CONNECTICUT 


Mr. Chairman, we have in this omnibus bill items of dam construc- 
tion in northwest Connecticut, 1 above Winsted and 2 above the town 
of Torrington, Conn. 

These are smal} dams, approximately $5 million in 1 and $5 million 
for the 2 in the Torrington area, a total of approximately $10 million. 
These are dry dams; they are not for storing water except in case of 
flood. 

The Bureau of the Budget takes the position that these dams are 
fine but we have to have local contributions if we are going to approve 
of these dams. 

I wish to point out to the committee that we have examined the 
record and we don’t find where local contributions toward the cost 
of flood-control dams have ever been required before by the Corps of 
Engineers before 1954, when the authorization bill included 2 small 
projects, 1 in New Mexico and 1 in Missouri for which such a require- 
ment was made. So it seems to us that, in view of the fact that this 
situation is the result of a calamity of the very highest order and that 
the people of this area have already lost untold hundreds of thousands 
of dollars, immeasurable loss really, but it certainly runs well into 
millions of dollars right in this area, and that they have also put up 
already approximately $800,000 in the Torrington area for stream 
clearance and channel deepening and channel protection—this is en- 
tirely a local matter; that they have already done about all that people 
could be expected to do in the way of a local contribution in connec- 
tion with this protection. 

I am very sympathetic with the budget’s idea about economy, but 
I don’t think the position is consistent with the facts which are that 
this area has already made one tremendous contribution in the form 
of cash and in the form of losses that can never be recovered in any 

other way. So I plead with the committee to take the action that 
has been taken last year when I had the honor of being a member 
and the committee unanimously voted at that time that these three 
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projects should go into the omnibus bill and the Federal Government 
should be required to absorb 100 percent of the cost of these dams. 

The Bureau of the Budget takes the position that these dams are 
essentially local protection projects. Therefore the same rules should 
apply, they say, as in the case of levees and channel improvements for 
which local contributions have always been required except for the 
period 1936 to 1941. 

The Corps of Engineers small-dam program should be on the same 
terms, they say, as the Department of Agriculture projects, under 
the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act as amended 
last year. This act provided for a hundred percent Federal payment 
of construction costs of flood-control elements of dams, but local inter- 
ests are required to contribute land, easements and rights-of-way. 
Nevertheless the act does provide for a hundred percent of the Federal 
cost for the flood-control item and that is what we are talking about 
here, flood control. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman, would you permit a question at this 
point? The language in the proviso reads that the Federal Govern- 
ment shall acquire the necessary land and rights-of-way and maintain 
and operate the project after completion. 

Does the Watershed Act not require the local people to provide 
the lands and rights-of-way ? 

Senator Busu. I think it does. 

Senator Casz. That is the normal requirement on these projects, 
too, and would be except for this proviso that is proposed. 

Senator Bush. Well, those are multipurpose dams. May I just 
finish this and come back to the Senator’s question, if he wants me to? 

Senator Case. All right. 

Senator Busu. Now, against these arguments offered by the Engi- 
neers, I offer this argument. Because of the nature of the terrain in 
Connecticut and New England generally, the number of sites avail- 
able for large dams and reservoirs is limited. 

Effective flood control for the area requires large dams where suit- 
uble sites can be found, supplemented by small dams and by channel 
improvements. Consequently a program for flood control for a given 
river basin or valley must be considered as an entity and a fair divi- 
sion of the costs worked out. 

Much of the work which will be required entails channel improve- 
ment for which present law requires local contribution. Until a 
uniform and equitable cost-sharing formula can be found for all 
projects, large as well as small, Connecticut and New England, we 
feel, should not be penalized by a new requirement of local contribu- 
tions for the small Corps of Engineers dams which are urgently needed 
as a result of the 1955 floods. 

Now the Torrington dams, two in number, totaling possibly $5 mil- 
lion, will not only protect Torrington, but will benefit the lower 
Naugatuck Valley, the area below Torrington not in the township 
at all, and will relieve the pressure on the Thomaston Dam, which is 
a 100-percent Federal project 9 miles below Torrington. 

The Corps of Engineers admits that the Thomaston Dam by itself 
is inadequate to provide protection against floods of the magnitude 
we had in 1955. In other words, they will not catch all those waters, 
but they would protect too, I think, about 80 percent they said, against 
that disaster. 
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Similarly the Winsted Dam north of Torrington will have bene- 
ficial effects downstream in the Farmington River Valley which was 
desolated by this flood of 1955. Now both communities already are 
committed to substantial local expenditures for flood control. 

Senator Case. Would you permit an interruption there? Are they 
integrated in the Corps of Engineers plan, these expenditures of the 
local communities ¢ 

Senator Busu. They have committed themselves to these local ex- 
penditures on recommendations by the Corps of Engineers, 

Senator Casr. My purpose in asking the question is whether or not 
they might be considered a part of the overall project and whether 
the Engineers would so consider them. 

Senator Busu. Definitely. We so consider them. They can’t be 
considered otherwise. 

Senator Casr. Are they features that are called for in the plan 
of the Engineers? 

Senator Busn. They have been recommended by the Corps of Engi- 
neers. I don’t know just exactly what the plan is that you refer to. 

Senator Casr. I will pursue that further. When the Engineers 
are speaking before us—I hope at that time they will have a map that 
will show these projects—it would seem to me that if they are features 
which are a part of the recommendations of the Engineers, then they 
might well be considered as a local contribution, If, however, they 
are features which are not included in the comprehensive plan, it 
would be hard to credit them to the Engineers plan. 

Senator Busn. I am glad you brought that point out, because I 
can assure vou these improvements, these commitments, are based on 
the recommendations of the Army engineers and never would have 
been made except for the recommendations of the Engineers and they 
are definitely integrated as a part of this whole flood-protection busi- 
ness and it constitutes substantial local expenditures for this purpose. 
I mean, there is no other benefit except flood protection; no navigation, 
no irrigation, no other water benefit. 

Senator Case. No power? 

Senator Busu. No; nothing; just a straight-flood protection matter, 
so that every dollar they spend locally is integrated with this whole 
problem, of which these dams, we feel now, are an essential part for 
the overall protection. 

So I say the Winsted Dam also will have a beneficial effect down- 
stream in the Farmington River Valley. 

Both communities, that is to say Winsted and Torrington, are com- 
mitted to substantial local contributions, expenditures, for flood con- 
trol on the recommendations of the engineers. Torrington is com- 
mitted to expenditures of approximately $800,000. 

Senator Case. How large a community is Torrington? 

Senator Busu. I am coming back to that. Let me finish the sen- 
tence. Torrington is committed for approximately $800,000 for con- 
demnation of the property along the river and other sections to clear 
the channel areas. 

Winsted has also undertaken a local flood-control program which 
includes a $350,000 expenditure for relocation of the Highland Lake 
Stream and $150,000 for relocation of sections of the Mad River. 

You asked me the size of the Torrington population ? 

Senator Casr. Yes. 
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Senator Busu. Torrington, I think, at the last census was about 
29,000. Winsted is much smaller than that. I am informed it may 
be about 15,000 but I am not positive. It is about that. 

Senator Casr. The contribution for Torrington is $800,000 and Win- 
sted $350,000 ? 

Senator Busu. Those are small communities and that is a tre- 
mendous amount of money. 

Senator Corron. Did you not say $350,000 for Winsted and $150,- 
000 for something else ? 

Senator Busu. $350,000 for relocation of the Highland Lake Stream 
and $150,000 for relocation of the Mad River, another stream. That 
is a total for Winsted of approximately $500,000. 

Senator Case. Is any contribution for a flood-control project in- 
tegrated in this entire system being made by the other units of the 
local government such as a county or State? Is the State obliged to 
rebuild any bridges or relocate highways because of this? 

Senator Bus. We had 167 bridges washed out in Connecticut as 
a result of these floods, and the State is responsible for rebuilding those 
bridges. Of course there is a Federal contribution for those bridges, 
which was available up until last July 1, but that was only on roads 
which had Federal aid on the highways of which the bridges were a 
part, which was relatively few. 

Senator Casz. I have reference to the possibility that some road 
relocations may be required by the Engineers plan for the flood-control 
project. Can you speak to that? 

Senator Busu. I can’t speak with any positive assurance on any 
relocations of roads, as you suggest. I have no specific knowledge 
of any, but if there is any, that will be a State project. 

Senator Case. We will ask the Engineers about that, too. 

Senator Busu. Now the Corps of Engineers is preparing projects 
for a number of New England communities including Torrington 
under Public Law 685, the so-called Bush-McCormack Act, which will 
require local contributions. ‘Those are on the stream itself and the 
south end of Torrington. There the local contributions will be in the 
form of land, easements, and rights of way, but that is another contri- 
bution that evolves upon the town. 

The Corps of Engineers’ projects for Torrington and Winsted are 
not comparable to the Agriculture Departments projects under the 
Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act. The latter are 
multipurpose, conservation, and irrigation, in addition to flood control, 
and the benefits are confined generally to a small group of landowners. 
Moreover, through long-term loans at low interest rates, the Agricul- 
ture Department’s programs make assistance available for meeting 
local costs which are not available to communities in the Corps of En- 
gineers’ program. 

Who are the identifiable beneficiaries of the Winsted and Torring- 
ton Dams? The taxpayers of Winsted and Torrington? If so, why 
are not the identifiable beneficiaries of the large 100-percent Federal 
dams, the taxpayers of a State or region, and why should they not be 
assessed to share the costs? Why single out communities unable to 
obtain through physical location the benefits of a large Federal dam to 
pay a share of the smaller dams? 

In the case of Winsted and Torrington, it is particularly hard to 
understand when the Thomaston Dam, 9 miles away, is being con- 
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structed as a 100 percent Federal project and the Littleville Dam in 
Massachusetts, which is included in the omnibus bill, is recommended 
for construction with no local cost sharing. 

The purpose of these dams is just exactly the same and as a matter 
of fact the Torrington Dams that I am talking about here actually 
supplement the advantage of the Thomaston Dam just downstream 
9 miles. 

Even if it were assumed that the Bureau of the Budget policy were 
sound, which in this case I could not agree, there are equitable grounds 
for an exception in the case of Winsted and Torrington because of the 
hardships both communities suffered during the 1955 flood. 

In addition to the loss of life, there was a heavy loss of taxable prop- 
erty, $3,400,000 in the case of Ww insted, which was 10 percent of their 
grant list. and $2214 million in the « “ase of Torrington, which was 28 
percent of its grant list. There is precedent for such an exception. 
After the 1927 Mississi »pi flood disasters, Congress exempted States 
and local communities from the previous requirements of a contribu- 
tion to construction costs and the Federal Government also paid for the 
acquisition of land and land rights for certain projects. 

Should Connecticut be required to pay the local costs if Winsted and 
Torrington cannot? That is, the State of Connecticut. - 

Governor Ribicoff has expressed a very reluctant willingness to 
recommend to the general assembly the provisions of funds for this 
purpose. His statement appears on page 51 of the hearings of 1955. 

Sut he expressed strong opposition to such a requirement. The State 
is already committed to expenditures of more than $73 million as a 
result of the floods and has started a flood-control program estimated 
to involve State costs of approximately $40 million. 

We have a statement that bears on that from the Naugatuck River 
Valley Control Commission on page 55 of the 1955 hearings. Con- 
necticut should be required to contribute to the cost of these small 
dams if, and only if, the Congress is to adopt a policy of requiring 
all States to contribute to the cost of all flood- enfitral dams, large 
as well as small within their borders. 

[ do not advocate that policy and I do not believe this committee 
will support it. Iam sure the chairman would resist it very strongly. 

That concludes my statement. I am grateful to you for your 
attention. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you, Senator. Iam appreciative of the state- 
ment and must say that it reflects pretty closely my own views in the 
matter. 

Are there any questions of Senator Bush ? 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I think probably we ought to go into 
this a little bit more and I do so because of its importance, not purely 
for these projects, but so far as the whole bill itself is concerned. 

When the President vetoed the omnibus bill last summer, it was 
because of the inclusion of a certain proportion of projects which did 
not have budget clearance or Corps of Engineers reports or were 
deemed to violate certain principles which had been followed in these 
bills and I think the committee wants the bill to become law, and it 
ought to present, if possible, a bill in the best possible shape so that 
we run the least possible chance of a veto. 

There are other projects in here which have great merit and I am 
not saying that these projects are not of great merit, but we ought to 
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try to add to the record so that the bill will stand up on its entire 
course through the Congress and the White House, and that is the 
reason [ want to ask a few more questions. 

These contributions or PO Le by the two communities, have 
they already been made{ Do you know whether this $800,000 you 
speak of for Torrington, has that been spent for easements, rights-of- 

yay, and so forth, alre sady ? 

Senator Busn. Part of it has. The town of Torrington has bor- 
rowed to take care of its obligations in this connection, toward paying 
the obligations of the town. “A lot of that work has been done alre: idy. 

Senator Case. For what has it been expended ? 

Senator Busu. Mostly for channel deepening and clearing and 
straightening to enable the water to get away fast, and acquisition 
of property, too, for that purpose, for straightening. 

Senator Cass. Strictly of a local protective nature? 

Senator Busu. No, it was local in that it went in locally, but it has 
a very important downstream effect. 

Senator Casz. Probably so. But it is of a nature which the engi- 
neers would describe as local protective work. 

Senator Busu. I think they would. But I do want to emphasize the 
fact that it has likely benefits below the town of Torrington. But 
nobody down there is paying anything for it. They are paying for it 
in Torrington. 

Senator Case. If there is no objection by the members of the com- 
mittee, I would like to ask a question of the engineers at this point. 

Senator Busu. I would be delighted. 

Senator Case. General Itschner, could you or someone in the corps 
advise whether or not in the absence of this work having been done 
by the city of Torrington, would you require this local protective chan- 
nel work in the city of Torrington as a part of a comprehensive plan? 

General Itscuer. Senator C ase, I would say that that work would 
have been required if it had not been done by the city of Torrington, 
and would have had to have been included in our plan. 

Senator Case. That would have been part of your comprehensive 
plan ¢ 

General Irscuner. That’s right, sir. 

Senator Case. Had it been so included, then the city of Torrington 
would have been credited with that as a contribution, so to speak, 
toward the total plan? 

General Irscuner. The work done by the city of Torrington, and 
being done by them, was considered in studying this project. We took 
that work into account in makiig the recommendations we did in 
our report. 

Senator Case. But if they had not gone ahead and done that, you 
would have put that into your plan as a part of the comprehensive 
plan? 

General Irscuner. I think so, sir; yes. 

Senator Case. Thank you. Would that also be true with respect to 
the work at Winsted or at Goshen? Is it Winsted or Goshen where 
the other work is being done? 

General Irscuner. I can say that the same work was done at Win- 
sted, the same type of work, as at Torrington, and it would have been 
required also in the comprehensive plan in order to have effective flood 
control. 
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Senator Casz. Did you take that into consideration in making your 
letter of recommendations that further local contributions should be 
required ? 

General Itsctrner. Yes, sir. That work was known at the time the 
report was prepared, and it was taken into account in submitting our 
report. 

Senator Busu. Mr. Chairman, may I add a small statement to the 
record at this point ? 

This is from the statement of William S. Wise, water commissioner 
and director of all State flood activities in the State of Connecticut. 

This was before this committee and before our hearings July 16, 17, 
18, 1956. On page 55 he said: 

Following the flood the city sought the assistance of the Army engineers in 
integrating a flood-control plan into the rehabilitation of the city. 

Integrating. This is in answer to your question. 

With the technical advice and assistance of the Army engineers, the city has 
already expended $800,000 of its own money in land acquisition, removal of 
buildings, and river-channel enlargement in an effort to reduce the flood danger 
in the city. At the same time the city will be required to expend an additional 
$150,000 as its share of the redevelopment project. 

On page 61 in the same document are references to the cost at 
Winsted contained in a statement of Emile Ryan on behalf of the 
Winsted Flood Control Commission. You will find there a confirma- 
tion of my statement that Winsted is involved in a $500,000 contri- 
bution, $350,000 for relocation of the Highland Lake Stream, which 
is part of the flood-control program, and $150,000 for relocation of 
sections of the Mad River. 

There is a statement from those officials supporting what I just said. 

Senator Case. I would like to address another question to General 
Itschner, Mr. Chairman. 

General Itschner, you have also built or have under construction 
on the Naugatuck River the so-called Thomaston Dam? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. Has that been constructed ? 

General Irscuner. That project is started, sir. 

Senator Case. That has started. Was that authorized prior to the 
submission of your reports on the Hall Meadow Brook and East 
Branch Dams? 

General ItscHNneErR. Yes, sir; it was. 

Senator Case. The Thomaston Dam site is downstream from the 
two smaller dams? 

General Itscuner. That is correct. 

Senator Casr. What would be the effect cn the reservoir capacity 
of the Thomaston Dam in case the Hall Meadow Brook and East 
Branch Dams were not constructed ? 

General Irscuuner. There would be very little difference in the 
capacity of the Thomaston Dam, sir. 

Senator Case. Does the Naugatuck River carry any silt? 

General Irscuner. Very little; some in times of flood but not a 
serious amount of silt. 

Senator Busu. Mr. Chairman, I think with all respect to the Gen- 
eral, I do not know what he means by “very little.” 








24 RIVER AND HARBOR-FLOOD CONTROL ACT OF 1957 


Senator Kerr. Proportionately. He is talking about streams in 
the State of the Senator from South Dakota and the Senator from 
Oklahoma. 

Senator Busu. I know. I havea great deal of respect for him, and 
for the engineers. I want to make that very clear. They have been 
marvelous in our whole area, from the general on down, but there is a 
difference of opinion about that among experts and the Naugatuck 
Valley Commission itself does not agree with the statement that those 
dams above the Thomaston Dam would not provide substantial addi- 
tional benefit in the way of protection below the Thomaston Dam. 

Senator Kerr. He didn’t take an adverse position to that. 

Senator Busu. I thought the general said that the construction of 
the dams at Torrington would have very little if any effect on the 
protection given by the Thomaston Dam. 

Senator Kerr. No; he said on the size of the structure. 

General Irscuner. What I really meant to say, sir, was that the 
Thomaston Dam would not be reduced in size if the other two dams 
upstream were built. 

Senator Busu. That is all right. 

Senator Case. Would its efficiency be impaired if the upstream 
dams were not built? 

General Irscuner. I didn’t quite understand that question. 

Senator Case. Would the efficiency of the Thomaston Reservoir be 
impaired if your two upstream dams were not built ? 

‘olone] Penney. I am Col. Howard W. Penney, Assistant Chief 
of Civil Works, Office, Chief of Engineers. The additional storage 
provided by these two dams augments the overall capacity for flood 
control downstream from the Thomaston Reservoir. However, the 
capacity of the Thomaston Dam is considered to be sufficient to have 
contained the August flood of last year. The additional capacity fur- 
nished by the two dams would augment it to a small extent so that 
it would take care of even a larger flood. 
eeter Casr. What is the reservoir capacity of the Thomaston 

am ¢ 

Colonel Penney. 41,500 acre-feet, sir. 

Senator Case. What is the capacity of East Branch and Hall 
Meadowbrook ? 

General IrscHner. East Branch is 5,100 acre-feet and Hall Mead- 
owbrook is 7,200 acre-feet. 

Senator Casz. General Itschner, the combined capacity of East 
Branch and Hall Meadowbrook would be 12,300 iche-fett. Wouldn’t 
that have some value in protecting the storage capacity of downstream 
dams, which is only 41,500 acre-feet in its total capacity ? 

General Irscuner. The flood experienced in August 1955 required 
about the capacity that is in Thomaston Dam, sir. A larger flood, if 
one should ever occur, would require a greater capacity, and in that 
case Hall Meadowbrook and East Branch Dams would be effective 
downstream from the Thomaston Dam. But not until a flood of that 
very great size. 

Senator Casr. To that extent would the construction of the two 
upstream dams have values downstream below Torrington ? 

General Irscuner. That is correct, sir. It would have to be a flood 
rarer than the flood of August 1955. 
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Senator Case. Is that 1 in 25 years? 

General Irscuner. That is very hard to say, sir, but probably any- 
where from 100 to 200 years, something like that. It is hard to say. 

Senator Case. Is the T homaston Dam a pure flood-control project ? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Gener ‘al, if I understand the thesis of your statement 
it is this: Certainly these two dams would add additional flood pro- 
tection to the valley, but the building of them would not in your judg- 
ment change the size of the Thomaston Dam as authorized by the 
Congress and now in the process of being constructed 4 

General Irscuner. I think that is a “fair statement, sir. I would 
like to add, too, that we assume only minor flood- control benefits from 
the two small dams downstream from the Thomaston Dam, because 
of the great rarity of floods that would require that storage to protect 
areas downstream from Thomaston Dam. 

Senator Kerr. In other words, the size of this one would still pro- 
vide the basis and confirm the necessity of the Thomaston Dam? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. The August 1955 flood would have 
been completely captured and controlled by the Thomaston Reservoir 
without the two smaller ones, 

Senator Kerr. And for a flood of that size, you would still need 
Thomaston Reservoir even though you had the smaller ones? 

General Irscuner. Oh, yes; very definitely, sir. 

On the other hand, it is very important to "control the floods above 
Thomaston. That is what these two small dams are going to do. 

Senator Kerr. With reference to the communities that they will 
primarily affect ? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. 

Senator Bus. Mr. Chair man, before the general sits down, what he 
has just said does not agree with what we have heard before from 
the engineers on this question. 

Senator Kerr. What he has just said does not in any way impair 
your case. 

Senator Busn. I want to still further improve it. 

I have a very strong recollection, and I think we can find it in the 
hearings, that the Corps of Engineers testified here before either this 
committee or the Appropriations, to the effect that the Thomaston 
Dam, had it been constructed in August 1955, would not have captured 
that flood. 

In other words, it would have taken about 80 percent of those flood 
waters but there would still have been a flood downstream from 
Thomaston in the Waterbury-Naugatuck area. I would like to have 
the engineers comment on that because we have that very distinct 
impression. I think it is in the record but I can’t quote it offhand. 

General Irscuner. Colonel Penney ? 

Colonel Penney. With your permission, Senator. It would have 
contained the flood that ran off from above the Thomaston Dam site. 
However, there was a great amount of flood water that came into the 
Naugatuck downstream from Thomaston and therefore of the many, 
many millions of dollars worth of damage done in the Naugatuck 
Valley from that flood, Thomaston Dam could not have e prev ented it 
all. It would have prevented a large portion, but only from the 
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amount of the flood that occurred in the reach above the Thomaston 
Dam, sir. 

Senator Casr. Colonel, in your distribution of costs didn’t you 
credit to the Thomaston Dam some of the benefits that would be oc- 
casioned by the fact that it would hold back the upstream water so that 
the downstream water could be more nearly accommodated by the 
channel. 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir. That is correct. However, it would 
not have an effect, sir, on the water that came into the main stem of 
the Naugatuck River from areas below the Thomaston Dam. 

General Irscuner. I might add, sir, if I may, that the Thomaston 
Reservoir controls less than one-fourth of the entire Naugatuck River 
Valley. And therefore downstream from the dam the inflow is very 
great, and that is the reason why it is not more effective than it is. 

Senator Casr. General Itschner, I am looking now at the letter from 
the Chief of the Resources and Civil Works Division of the Bureau 
of the Budget in commenting on this project, addressed to the Secre- 
tary of the Army. He has a table in there in which he sets forth the 
different costs. Federal and non-Federal as it is proposed. I should 
like to ask you this question: If the cities of Torrington and Winsted 
had not gone ahead with these channel works, these local protective 
works, would your report have included them in your comprehensive 
plan, and then had you had the total cost there would you have re- 
quested or required the local communities to put up as much of the 
cost of the total project as they would now be required to provide in 
your recommendation, which would be the sum of what they have al- 
ready done plus what here you are proposing that they do in the 
future ? 

General Irscuner. I can’t say that the amount we would have 
asked them to contribute would have been equal to the amount we now 
are asking them to contribute plus the amount that they have spent 
on their own work. However, I do know that the amount we would 
have asked them to contribute would have been greater than the 
amount we now are asking them to contribute. 

Senator Case. I wonder if you couldn’t have that broken down and 
give us a picture of what this would have been had the entire work 
been presented as a comprehensive plan. Perhaps by a breakdown 
we can see what might be a logical share for the local communities 
had the project been presented as a comprehensive project at the 
outset. 

Certainly these communties ought not to be penalized for the in- 
genuity and resourcefulness they have shown in going ahead and 
doing something, provided what they did was what you would have 
asked them to do ina comprehensive plan. 

General IrscuNner. Senator Case, we do not have that information 
here with us. It will take a little study. If we can insert it in the 
record I will be glad to get it. 

Senator Case. That is fine. I think it is clear what I am getting at. 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. 

Senator Casr. I would like to have something here that we can do 
that would deal justly and yet be within a principle that we can apply 
and generally to try to apply to projects throughout the country. 
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(The information referred to is as follows :) 
NAUGATUCK RIVER, CONN. 


The estimated cost of the two dams proposed above the Torrington area is: 





Nee Se _... $2, 900, 000 (57 percent) 
Lands and relocations: 
Lands and rights-of-way__________- eae 1, 350, 000 (27 percent) 
Highway relocations__.-__--_ ~~ acsiieasaae ae oe 840, 000 (16 percent) 
TN hota beds ded eet cade eek cee _.......--.-- 5,090,000 (100 percent) 


The Corps of Engineers considered that these dams were in effect local flood- 
protection projects as they are substitutes for the major channel improvements 
that would otherwise be required and as they affect a definite urban area. If 
the policy expressed in existing flood-control acts applicable to local protection 
projects had been applied strictly, local interests would have been charged with 
highway relocations as well as the provisions of lands and rights-of-way. 

In view of the fact that the city of Torrington had made or was committed 
to make improvements of the flood channel through the city and land acquisition 
with a cost of about $800,000, which would supplement the reservoir storage 
effect, and be a part of the general plan of improvement; and in view of the 
fact that very heavy flood losses had been suffered in this area it was decided 
to include highway relocations ($840,000) as a Federal cost and require local 
interests to provide only lands and rights-ofway at a cost of $1,350,000. 

It has been suggested that local cooperation in works for protection of Tor- 
rington be considered in the light of the entire project; including both Federal 
and local works. The entire project combining small reservoirs and channel 
works would be divided as follows, when considered under the policy expressed 
in existing flood-control acts applicable to a local flood-protection project: 

















Federal Non-Federal 
| 
wo reservoirs now proposed: | 
Construction - . ‘ ; ; Aer benchMechichashesdads Oe St OOD tak chtnaumaiee 
Highway relocations... ; ; bk. aaa Pan ss $840, 000 
Lands and rights-of-way __...--. . é puss bles. sds CH aI a 1, 350, 000 
Subtotal... . sealant aieeoa crises eaatacedl 2, 900, 000 2, 190, 000 
Work by city of Torrington (approximate): 
Acquisition of land. Me bubisan’ be. dds BawEd er, 650, 000 
Removal of obstructions and widening of channel. alle ne 
lederal small projects to be done under Public Law 685, 84th | Cong.: | 
Construction... ; 700, 000 |.....-- P..&8.. 
Relocations of utilities (mostly) - - ---.-..-- i tdn iible php cae aheese bine be 446, 000 
Total__.___- oe ae Be A SS ITO 3, 750, 000 | 3, 286, 000 
Total project cost. : ae $7,036,000 
!ivision of cost in percentage. _-_- hi phediatine Abb abitibet ead = 53 47 











Under the division of cost as recommended by the Chief of Engineers, the 
sbaring in cost would be— 





Federal Local 





i wo reservoirs, with local interests responsible only for lands and rights-of- 
y ati ets actite $3, 740, 000 $1, 350, 000 
Work by city of Torrington: All by local interests... tiled dh <Sidate cae ‘ 800, 000 


Work under Public Law 685: Divided under Federal cost law 700, 000 446, 000 
TNR trite satietnd ssa 44e ida nteehed« aaa cethwiiteat dee aan 4, 440, 000 | 2, 596, 000 
‘Total project cost nuvdddaddameles Sisal . Pdasiee $7,036,000 

Ci vistors GF CONE Ill DORCONS. « nnn nnncdndccnactctecs- | 63 37 


| 


If all work for protection of the Torrington area is considered as local flood 
protection and cost sharing is computed under the policy expressed in existing 
ucts applicable to such protection, or under the modification proposed by the 
(hief of Engineers in the case of the two reservoirs, a substantial degree of local 
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participation is indicated. Due to the fact that this is a highly developed urban 
area the costs of lands and relocations, which are a local responsibility under 
flood-control policy, are bound to be high. Combining the local work with all 
Federal work does not alter this fact. A plan for channel improvement only, 
without reservoirs, would have been much more costly, and would have involved 
even higher local costs under existing flood-control policy. In fact, the cost of 
lands and relocations for an adequate channel, without reservoir control, would 
have been so great that such a project would probably have been uneconomic and 
impracticable. 

As shown in the preceding paragraphs the non-Federal share in the first cost 
of a total project would be 37 percent; and the non-Federal share in the first 
cost of the 2 reservoirs would be 27 percent. Local interests would also be 
required to maintain and operate the projects. 


Map RIver, Conn. 


The total estimated first cost of the proposed Mad River Dam and Reservoir 
above the Winsted area is $5,820,000, of which $5,430,000 would be a Federal 
cost, including $954,000 for highway relocations; and $390,000 would be a non- 
Federal cost for lands, easements, and rights-of-way. 

The Corps of Engineers considered that this dam and reservoir was in effect 
a loeal protection project since it is a substitute for the major channel improve- 
ments that would otherwise be required and would affect a definite urban area. 
If the policy expressed in flood-control acts as applied to local protection projects 
had been applied strictly, local interests would have been charged with highway 
relocations as well as the provision of lands and rights-of-way. 

It is understood from information given at a public hearing that $500,000 was 
expended or would be expended by local interests to effect improvements of flood 
channels in the vicinity of the city of Winsted and acquire land necessary there- 
for. No figures are available to the Corps of Engineers at this time as to the 
actual amounts obligated by the city of Winsted. However, the same principles 
employed in the analysis for the improvements proposed for the Naugatuck River 
apply to the improvements proposed for the Mad River. Although definite figures 
were not available, consideration was given to this item as well as the heavy 
flood losses suffered, and it was decided to include the highway relocations 
($954,000) as a Federal cost and require local interests to provide only lands, 
‘easements, and rights-of-way at a cost of $390,000. . Local interests would also 
be required to maintain and operate the project. In view of the fact that the 
United States is assuming the cost of the highway relocations for the reservoir 
‘ ($954,000), the Federal share would still be greater than usual even if channel 
improvement and related work at Winsted were included with the reservoir 
as a combined plan. 


Senator Busu. I would like to emphasize once more, speaking of 
the comprehensive plan, that these three sites were selected and these 
dams recommended by the Corps of Engineers as a part. of a com- 
prehensive plan for this area. They should not be looked at simply 
as isolated projects. , 

Senator Corron. Mr. Chairman, could I ask the general a ques- 
tion on this same point ? 

Senator Kerr. Yes. 

Senator Corron. As I understand it, the cities of Torrington and 
Winsted, acting very properly and with commendable zeal on the 
plans approved by the engineers, have expended this sum of $800,000 
in one case and $500,000 in another, largely or entirely in straighten- 
ing and enlarging the channels to move the water more rapidly in 
case of flood. 

If that is true, what would be the impact of that movement of the 
water, the effect of that on the adequacy of the Thomaston Dam to 
contain future floods—in other words, moving the water down more 
rapidly ¢ 

General Irscuner. It would not have any effect upon the Thomas- 
ton Dam because the Thomaston Dam is so large relative to the in- 
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creased rate of inflow from this improved channel that the effect. of 
the improved channel would not be appreciable. 

Senator Corron. There would be no effect at all? 

General Irscuner. It would have no effect. The Thomaston Dam 
is large enough to contain the floods of August 1955, completely. 

Senator Corron. But in August 1955, the waters were more or less 
unfortunately held up while they were flooding the areas north. They 
didn’t come down as fast. 

General Irscunrer. The Thomaston Reservoir, sir, would fill more 
quickly, but. it would not. more than fill for that type of flood. 

Senator Busu. Mr, Chairman, I would like to emphasize once more 
for the reeord—and I am then finished if the chairman is through 
with me—that I feel that these communities—and I am sure that these 
communities have done their utmost in the way of contribution. They 
have done more than a community should ever be expected to do for 
this kind of an emergency. They have really burdened themselves 
heavily because of the terriflic disasters. 

Senator Case. Just one final question, Senator. Do these munici- 
palities of Torrington and Winsted have statutory authority under 
your Connecticut law to go out and acquire lands, 2, 3, or 5 miles out- 
side of your corporate limits ¢ 

Senator Kerr. I would think they would have the authority to do 
so, to build themselves a resorvoir, but I would doubt if they had 
authority to do so to make a contribution to a Federal flood-control 
project. 

Senator Busy. I think they would have to have a special act of 
the State legislature to do that. 

Senator Case. Just looking at the map I wondered about it. I 
don’t think the municipality in South Dakota could do that unless 
they were doing it for park purposes or water supply. 

Senator Busu. I think it would have to go through the State legis- 
lature in our case. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Senator. 

Senator Church is here and wants to put a statement in the record 
with reference to the Bruces Eddy project in his State. 


STATEMENT OF HON. FRANK CHURCH, A UNITED STATES SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF IDAHO 


Senator Cuurcu. Mr. Chairman, this is my first chance to appear 
before your committee. I want to say that coming from the West 
I have seen much evidence of the great work that has been done b 
the Corps of Engineers and the work of this committee, and I thin 
it is a privilege to appear here and I appreciate this opportunity. 

Senator Kerr. We are glad to have you, sir. 

Senator Cuurcu. I make the appearance this morning, Mr. Chair- 
man, before your committee, to ask that the authorization of the 
Bruces Eddy Dam project, which is presently a part of S. 497, the 
ominbus rivers and harbors bill, now before you, be deferred until 
such time as competent studies, presently underway, disclose the 
extent to which the proposed dam will damage or destroy the fish, 
wildlife, and recreational values that now exist in such abundance 
on the North Fork of the Clearwater River in my State. 
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I come here in all diffidence, knowing that this project was the 
subject of hearings before this committee last year, and that it was 
included in the omnibus bill passed by the last session of the Con- 
gress. Nevertheless, I make this statement earnestly, for I am familiar 
with the area that will be affected by the proposed dam, and I believe 
that its authorization at this time is premature. 

This bill authorizes the construction of an immense dam, 570 
feet in effective height, which will create a reservoir extending nearly 
50 miles upstream, having a surface area of 11,000 acres, and an 
annual visable storage capacity of 1,433,000 acre-feet, all of which 
will cost an estimated $125 million. It is a very big and important 
yroject. Yet the authorization consists of 1 paragraph, 135 words 
in length. It reads as follows: 

The project for Bruces Eddy Dam and Reservoir on the North Fork of the 
Clearwater River, Idaho, for flood control, navigation, and other purposes, is 
hereby authorized substantially in accordance with the recommendations of the 
Chief of Engineers in Senate Document Numbered 51, Eighty-fourth Congress; 
and there is hereby authorized to be appropriated the sum of $25,000,000, for 
partial accomplishment of the project, and the authorization for appropriation 
for the Columbia River Basin is hereby increased accordingly: Provided, That 
with respect to any power attributable to such project an equitable proportion 
of firm power as determined by the Secretary of the Interior, or such portion 
thereof as may be required from time to time to meet loads under contracts made 
within this reservation, shall be made available for use in the State of Idaho. 

Now I am advised that the Senate document referred to in this 
authorization, Senate Document 51, 84th Congress, was presented 
to the Senate on June 14, 1955. It is a restudy of House Document 
531, 8ist Congress, dated March 20, 1950, which was initiated in 1943, 
and which recommended at that early date a somewhat léwer dam at 
the Bruces Eddy site (S. Does. 51, 58-59; 98). 

Apparently, plans for a Federal dam at this site have been re- 
sponsibly discussed for more than 15 years. Yet there is no compe- 
tent, authoritative report available on the impact of such a dam on the 
fish and wildlife resources it will affect, from any agency charged 
by the Congress with the responsibility of protecting and conserving 
our dwindling wilderness. 

Balanced development of our river resources, giving»reasonable 
recognition to all the important public interests involved when a dam 
is built, was one of the objectives, I understand, of the Coordination 
Act (Public Law 732, 79th Cong., 60 Stat. 1080, Aug. 14, 1946), 
which provides for fish and wildlife studies in connection with pro- 
posed Federal impoundments, and contemplates that such studies 
should be attached as an appendix to the report seeking authorizing 
legislation. I have seen no such study attached to Senate Document 
51, the report on the Bruces Eddy project, or elsewhere. 

Indeed, it may have been to remedy this omission that a’special ap- 
wropriation of public money for such a study was made in 1955, cover- 
ing the Middle Snake and its tributaries, including the Clearwater. 
The study is now underway and reports from it applicable to the 
sector affected by the Bruces Eddy Dan should be forthcoming. The 
study, I am informed, is being conducted by the United States Fish 
and Wildlife Service in cooperation with the Fish and Game De- 
partment of the State of Idaho. 

I think we should await the report of these agencies before we 
authorize the construction of the Bruces Eddy Dam. To include the 
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dam in. this omnibus bill, at this time, is to put the cart before the 
horse... The very engineering studies that will commence at once, 
upon authorization of this dam, ought to be made in the light of 
what the completed wildlife studies show. Even though it 1s pos- 
sible to modify the plans for the Bruces Eddy Dam, should wildlife 
studies show the need for doing so, nevertheless, changes will be 
harder to secure, once this project is authorized and underway: and 
if secured, changes will prove costly, for they will entail the altera- 
tion of engineering studies prematurely made, 

The fish and wildlife resources of the North Fork of the Clearwater 
are of great significance. The Clearwater system drains a wilderness 
in which the largest remaining elk herd in the United States finds its 
habitat. Thousands of steelhead trout migrate each year up, the 
Columbia to the Snake, and up the Snake into the Clearwater River 
to find their spawning beds in the high, fast water of the North Fork 
and its tributaries. I am a fisherman. I don’t discount the many 
happy hours I have spent on the flashing fishing streams of my State. 
These ‘are the majestic hours that contribute so uniquely to the open, 
wholesome life that can still be found in Idaho. 

For those who live elsewhere, and for those who recognize no values 
that cannot be measured in hard coin, let me point out that the Clear- 
water system is important to the commercial fisheries of the west coast, 
and that big game hunting alone, in my State, produces an annual 
spending of more than $3 million. Before authorizing the construc- 
tion of the Bruces Eddy Dam, Congress ought to know what part of 
the feeding grounds will be inundated by its reservoir; feedin 
grounds on which some 25,000 elk now graze, and many thousands 
of mule and white-tailed deer, and herds of mountain goats, and 
remnant bands of bighorn sheep, not to mention the bear, cougar, 
marten, and other upland game that abound here. Congress, before 
it acts, should. have competent, objective testimony of the likely effects 
of such flooding in critical winter periods when the game must seek 
lower elevations to reach the grasses beneath the snow. 

I have read the testimony given before this committee last year 
on the fish and wildlife aspects of this dam. It is sketchy testimony 
given by partisans. The opinions rendered were necessarily based 
on the most fragmentary data. We should have the benefit of a 
competent, comprehensive study conducted by responsible agencies 
of the Federal and State Governments. We are paying for such a 
study now. It seems to me we should receive it and then act as best 
seems warranted. 

_I have not come here this morning to oppose the Bruces Eddy 
Dam, tut only to ask that its authorization await the completion of 
the vital studies that will enable us to better appraise it. 

If these studies show that the dam, as presently proposed, will do no 
substantial damage to the fish and wildlife values that exist above it, 
then I will urge its immediate authorization as provided in this bill. 
If these studies show that a reasonable modification of the present 
plans for the dam are needed to prevent extensive damage to these 
wildlife values, then I will urge the authorization of the dam with 
appropriate provision for such safeguards as may be indicated. 

I am conversant with the importance of such projects as Bruces 
Eddy to my State, and to the Northwest, and to the country at large. 
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I have repeatedly emphasized the great contribution that dams have 
made to the building of the West. I have also said, however, that 
each dam should be right for its site, and that benefits and detriments 
should be balanced to the common good. 

I believe that the care, preservation, and improvement of our dands 
and waters is essential to the present and future welfare of our civili- 
zation. TI believe that fish and wildlife are an important part of our 
national heritage, worthy of equal status to other multiple-use pur- 
poses involved in river-development programs. All projects utiliz- 
mg our rivers for irrigation, power, transportation, or flood control 
should be carefully planned and integrated so as to preserve, insofar 
as possible, the fish and wildlife values that contefiiute so much to 
the general welfare of the people. 

And so I urge the committee to postpone authorization of the 
Bruces Eddy project. Nothing can be lost by deferring action on this 
project until Congress has the benefit of the competent wildlife reports 
we have already appropriated public money to secure: In making 
this request, I am joined by a number of prominent Idaho: citwens 
who have telegraphed me to express their views. I have attached the 
texts of their messages as an appendix to this statement, and ask that 
these messages be included in the record of this proceeding. 

Thank you for your courtesy in hearing me. 

Senator Krrr. They may be recorded with the statement. 

(The telegrams referred to are as follows :) 

PoTLATCH, IDAHO, January 31, 1957. 
Senator FRANK CHURCH, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Please attend Senate Public Works Committee meeting Monday and request 
removal of Bruces Eddy Dam from omnibus harbors and river bill. Fish and 
wildlife surveys have not been completed as yet. We feel no action should be 
taken on Bruces Eddy Dam until such time as surveys have been completed. 


DeEForREST JONES, 
Secretary, Palouse River Wildlife Federation. 


LEWISTON, IDAHO, February 1, 19647. 
Senator FRanK CHURCH, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Senator CHurcH: We in northern Idaho would appreciate very much 
any effort you might make toward having Bruces Eddy stricken from the omnibus 
bill. 

Sincerely, 
B. M. WYGAnrt. 


PoTLATcH, IpaAHo, January 31, 1957. 
Senator Frank CHURCH, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


Since wildlife and fish surveys have not yet been completed by authorities we 
respectfully request your attendance at the Senate Public Works Committee, 
Monday, February 4, and request removal of Bruces Eddy Dam on the north 
fork of the Clearwater River from the omnibus rivers and harbor bill. 


GARY MokrRIS, 
Chairman, District 2, Wildlife Federation. 
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Troy, IpaHo, January 31, 1957. 
Senator Frank CHURCH, . 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


We request you do all you can to have the authorization of Bruces Eddy Dam 
removed from omnibus rivers and harbors bill. 
HAROLD MILTON, 
President, Troy Chamber of Commerce. 

Ep Ho.sere, 

President, White Pine Sportsman Association. 
MAvnIce HARLAND, 

Secretary, White Pine Sportsman Association. 


Coeur D'ALENE, IpAno, February 1, 1957. 
Senator Frank CHURCH, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

With human population increasing rapidly and more and more people turning 
to hunting and fishing as outdoor recreation with more and more waters being 
impounded both by Federal and private interests more waters being polluted or 
rechanneled by diversions the need to be alert is more evident than ever before. 
We urge you to do your best to delete Bruces Eddy Dam from 8. 497 or omnibus 
bill. 

Rosert Hove, 
President, Coeur D’ Alene Wildlife Federation. 


WALLACE, IDAHO, February 1, 1957. 
Senator FraAnK CHURCH, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Hight hundred members of Shoshone County Sportsmen’s Association urge use 
of your influence to remove Bruces Eddy Dam from omnibus bill, 8. 497. State- 
wide and nationwide wildlife groups have opposed for years. 

Dam would flood vital big-game winter range and stop steelhead and salmon 
runs in Clearwater River. 

SHOSHONE COUNTY SPORTSMEN’S ASSOCIATION. 
Ken WHITESIDE, President. 





CoEuR D’ALENE, IDAHO, February 1, 1957. 
Senator FRANK CHURCH, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

The organized sportsmen of the five northern counties request you use your 
influence to delete Bruces Eddy Dam from 8S. 497 when you meet with Sub- 
committee on Public Works Monday. We are taking you at your word after 
Ready, Dear Outdoorsman sent to us by your man Frank Burke dated October 
17, 1956, impartial survey not completed by game department regarding fish 
and wildlife. The new Hells Conyon program will change Bruces Eddy project. 

FRANK OULLEN, 
President, District No, 1, Idaho Wildlife Federation. 





St, MArigs, IDAHO, February 2, 1957. 
Senator FRANK CHURCH, 
Senate Office Building: 

Urge you to do all within your power to delete Bruces Eddy Dam on North 
York of Clearwater from omnibus bill until such time as studies on impact on 
fish and wildlife have been completed. 

CHARLES H. SCHRIBNER, 
Chairman, Legislative Committee, Idaho Wildlife Federation. 
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Sr. Maries, [pano, February 3, 1957. 
Senator FRANK CHURCH, 
Senate Office Building: 
This organization requests that you vote to delete the Bruces Eddy Dam from 


S. 497 until such time as all the surveys have been completed. 
BEARL, 


President, St. Joe Valley Fish & Game Association. 





LEWISTON, IDAHO, February 2, 1957. 
Senator FRANK CHURCH, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 
Request you protest inclusion of Bruces Eddy Dam in omnibus bill at sub- 
committee hearing beginning Monday. Incomplete studies of fish and wildlife 
still show serious losses of big game winter range and will shut off migratory 


salmon runs as well as damage to other fish. 
DoNALD LL. SHOOK, 


Lewiston Motor Co. 


ny 


SANbDPOINT, IpAHO, February 4, 1957. 
Senator FRANK CHURCH, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Str: At a meeting held here by our membership it was unanimously de- 
cided to contact you urging you to do your utmost to remove the Bruces Eddy 
Dam from the omnibus bill. 

Sincerely yours, 
COMMERCIAL FISHERMENS ASSOCIATION OF SANDPOINT, IDAHO, 
Troy J. Maturas, President. 


LEWISTON, [pDAHO, February 4, 1957. 
FRANK CHURCH, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

We respectfully request your appearance before the proper committee to re- 
nounce the Bruces Eddy Dam as contained in the omnibus bill studies made so 
far and data obtained show a very serious loss of one of Nation’s finest elk 
herds, deer, and fishing scenic areas. 

Morton BricgHaM, Vice President, 
CLARENCE J. Rupp, Club Secretary, 
Lewis-Clark Wildlife Club. 

Senator Cuurcw. Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you for your 
courtesy in hearing me this morning and giving me a chance to make 
my statement. 

Senator Kerr. We thank you for coming before us. 

Senator Case? — 

Senator Case. Senator Church, you certainly made a forceful state 
ment and one that I am sure the committee will consider sympatheti- 

— and carefully. 

I do think possibly the record should show that the authorization 
for the Bruces Eddy Dam doesn’t consist wholly of the single para- 
graph that appeared i in the omnibus bill as it passed the Congress the 
last time, for in that paragraph it provides that it would be authorized 
substantially in accordance with the Chief of Engineer’s recom- 
mendation, Senate Document 51, 84th Congress. I have that docu- 
ment in my hand and it is a report, some 243 pages in length, with 
several supplementary pages of maps. 
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The report includes comment by the Representatives of the State 
of Idaho, by the several Federal departments, and comments by the 
States of Oregon, Washington, Utah, and Nevada, as other States 
which would be interested, besides Idaho. 

Senator Cuurcn. I am familiar, Senator Case, with the document 
you refer to, and with the fact that this omnibus bill refers to that 
document in mF provision authorizing the construction of the Bruces 
Eddy Dam. I appreciate your calling that to my attention. I have 
studied over the document and know generally its content. 

Senator Case. I would say, Mr. Chairman, that in noting the letter 
by Major General Robinson, as chairman of the Board of Review for 
Rivers and Harbors, that while it recommends construction of the 
reservoirs at Bruces Eddy and at Penny Cliffs for flood control, navi- 
gation, power, and other purposes, paragraph 13 of the report does 
state that the acting regional director of the United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service has reviewed the report and that in his opinion the 
construction of these reservoirs would affect 15 percent of the exist- 
ing elk and deer herds in the North Fork area and about one-third in 
the Middle Fork area. 

He also points out that it has a very high potential for the produc- 
tion of both steelhead trout and salmon. That is the Clearwater 
River. And for these reasons he believes a delay in the construction 
of these reservoirs is warranted to afford time in which to produce 
answers to the problem of better fish-passing facilities at the dams 
and for studies of methods of improvement of the residual winter 
ranges. 

The Board subscribes in principle to the production of such facili- 
ties but believes their construction should be undertaken only after 
their demonstrated need and practicality. That is facilities for better 
fish passing. 

I think there is in the letter of the Board the suggestion that per- 
haps a delay might be warranted for the study of fish. However, 
their general conclusion is a recommendation for construction. I 
think that before we take final action that we should hear the engineers 
directly on that. 

Senator Cuurcu. The statement you refer to, Senator, may have 
Prompted the study that is now underway, I don’t know. In any 

‘ase there was a feeling that such a study was needed and public 
money Was appropriated to obtain it. It is now underway and we 
have not yet had the reports from this study. I think we ought to 
have the benefit of those reports and appraise the dam in the light 
of what those reports show. 

Senator Neunercer. Mr. Chairman, I would very briefly like to 
support the effective and informative statement made here today by 
Senator Church of Idaho. I can’t claim his familiarity with the 
Clearwater Basin and with its great tributaries such as the North 
Fork and Lochsa and Selway. However, I have been there many 
times and it is my opinion—and this is based on material which I have 
received from eminent biologists—that the construction of Bruces 
Eddy Dam would seriously impair some very important big game 
and fisheries resources in the Pacific Northwest. 

Inasmuch as Senator Case mentioned briefly I think the opinion 
of the Governor of Oregon, I would just like the record to show that 
last year Governor Smith of Oregon very strongly recommended that 
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Bruces Eddy Dam be constructed as an alternative to Hells Canyon 
and this was quite an issue in the State of Oregon during the election 
because there were many people there who are aware of the wildlife 
values in the Clearwater Basin. It was one of the issues which 
brought about the defeat of Governor Smith on election day last 
November and his replacement by Gov. Robert D. Holmes, now the 
Governor of the State of Oregon. I think the record should show 
that. 

Senator Kerr. I think it would be fine for the record to show the 
fact that the governor who wrote the letter is no longer governor, and 
that there is now another who is governor, but I think that the state- 
ment that the letter that the former governor wrote and the position 
he took on Bruces Eddy Dam, the statement that that was the cause 
of his defeat, in my judgment would be the statement of an opinion 
and just possibly not the statement of an established fact. 

Senator Nevsercer. I do not claim it was the cause of his defeat. 
I think, Mr. Chairman, they are relevant facts, related facts, I should 
say, that I would like the record to show. 

Senator Kerr. Related facts and conclusions. 

Thank you, Senator Church. 

There is another representative here. 

Mr. Duncan. I am Andrew Duncan. I am from Senator John 
Sherman Cooper’s office. He is in Kentucky today on account of the 
floods. 

Thank you very much, Senator Chavez. 

The Senator simply asked me to request permission of the committee 
to file a statement upon his return in support of that feature of the 
omnibus bill which deals with the low waterflow control. He is in 
favor of that. 

Senator Kerr. Very well. We will have that statement included 
when it is received. 

Are there any other congressional or senatorial representatives 
here who would like to make a statement for the record ? 

Senator Nevsercer. Mr. Chairman, inasmuch as you asked about 
statements for the record and I don’t want to presume on your time 
and my colleagues’ time, I do have a statement here about the Yaquina 
Bay with a telegram just received from the Georgia Pacific Timber 
Products Corp. about their construction of a pulp mill. I would like 
to submit my brief statement and the message from the Georgia Pacific 
Corp. for the record, if I may do so. 

Senator Kerr. Very well. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR RicHARD L, NEUBERGER OF OKEGON, ON YAQUINA Bay 
AND Hargor ProJectT 


Mr. Chairman, I would like to take a few minutes to discuss the Yaquina Bay 
and Harbor project, which is included in S. 497, and to bring members of the 
committee up to date on developments in connection with the project subsequent 
to its inclusion in the bill upon which we acted favorably at the last session, 

You will recall that the President’s veto message on the 1956 rivers and harbors 
bill gave as the reason for his action the fact that some projects had not com- 
pleted all steps of administrative review and approval] before their authorization 
by Congress. I am pleased to report that since last summer, the Yaquina Bay 
project, which had already been approved by the Board of Engineers for Rivers 
and Harbors, has been approved by the Chief of Engineers and has been reported 
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on by the Bureau of the Budget. I would also like to call your attention to the 
fact that the reports on the Yaquina project by various engineering agencies, by 
Oregon State officials, and the Bureau of the Budget are now being printed as part 
of Senate Document No. 7 of this session of Congress. There can be no question 
now but what the Yaquina Bay and Harbor project has passed all the steps 
of Administrative review. 

Mr. Chairman, I was disappointed that the report of the Bureau of the 
Budget expressed reservations about the advisability of authorizing the Yaquina 
Bay project at this time. The Budget Bureau based its views on the belief that 
the economic feasibility of the Yaquina Bay development was dependent upon use 
of the harbor for the handling of pulpwood from a proposed manufacturing opera- 
tion in Alaska. The report implied that the company which is now building a 
pulp and paper mill in the Yaquina Bay area has no firm plans for its correlated 
Alaskan plant. Mr. Chairman, I would like to include in the record a telegram 
which I have received from Mr. Robert E. Floweree, Jr., vice president of the 
Georgia-Pacific Corp., in connection with its Alaska plant. The telegram follows: 

“Re Yaquina Harbor improvement. On April 6, 1956, we advised the Board of 
Engineers for Rivers and Harbors that we expected to commence the construction 
of our pulp plant to be located near Juneau, Alaska, about July 1, 1959, and that 
completion was expected about July 1, 1961. We also advised that preliminary 
engineering had already been completed. Our plans for the Alaska pulp plant are 
proceeding according to this schedule.” 

It is my belief, Mr. Chairman, that the importance of the Alaska Pulp plant, 
in relation to the Yaquina development, has been overemphasized. It should be 
noted that the report of the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors gives the 
Yaquina Bay project a benefit-cost ratio of 1.43 to 1. Yet the benefit-to-cost ratio 
for the Yaquina Bay project is still greater than 1 to 1, even if the benefits as- 
signed to the Alaska shipments are not considered. In the event that the Alaska 
pulp plant were never built, and all the evidence indicates that it will be built, 
the benefits would still make the Yaquina Bay development economically feasible. 

I strongly urge the retention of the Yaquina Bay and Harbor project in the bill 
now before the committee. 


The CHarmman. In effect, what is the statement ? 

Senator Kerr. It supports the authorization. 

Senator Neupercer. It supports the authorization and indicates 
that they have definite plans to construct the pulp plant in Alaska, 
and the mill on Yaquina Bay, which would bring about a substantial 
amount of shipments and cargo between Alaska and Yaquina Bay, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Beaton. Mr. Chairman, I am Harold Beaton, representing 
Senator McNamara, who has asked me to express his regrets to you 
and the committee for his inability to be with you because of attend- 
ance at a meeting of the Senate Select Committee on Irregularities in 
the Labor or Management Field. I ask your consent to submit a 
statement later by Benator McNamara in connection with Bruces 
Eddy Dam. 

Senator Kerr. Very well. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR PAT MCNAMARA RELATIVE TO THE Bruces Eppy ProsectT 


Mr. Chairman, as you know, my attendance at a session of the newly created 
Senate Select: Committee on Improper Activities in the Labor or Management 
Field prevented my appearance before our subcommittee this morning. Hence, 
I desire to submit a brief statement in connection with our study of 8. 497. 

I am opposed to that portion of the bill which authorizes an appropriation of 
$25 million for the partial accomplishment of the Bruces Eddy Dam and Reser- 
voir on the North Fork of the Clearwater River, Idaho, and respectfully request 
that consideration of this project by this subcommittee be postponed, at least 
until such time as the surveys now being conducted by the Federal Fish and 
Wildlife Service and the Idaho Fish and Game Commission, on the effect of 
this project on fish and wildlife, are completed. 
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I request that the attached communications I have received in connection 
with this project be included in the record of this subcommittee. 





PEND OREILLE Sport SHop, 
Sandpoint, Idaho, February 28, 1957. 
Senator Par MCNAMARA, 
Senate Building. 

Dear Str: Recreation, fish, and wildlife are the second largest source of in- 
come for the State of Idaho. So I want to protest the authorization of any part 
of the Bruces Eddy Dam, here on the Clearwater River in Idaho. 

Please obtain a full report on the Bruces Eddy project from the Fish and 
Wildlife Service. 

Please remove the Bruces Eddy Dam project from the omnibus bill until these 
3-year studies are completed. 

Sincerely, 
Don SAMUELSON. 


GENERAL FEDERATION OF WOMEN’S CLUBS, 
CONSERVATION OF NATURAL ReEsoURCES DEPARTMENT, 
Orlando Fla., February 1, 1957. 
Senator Pat MCNAMARA, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Honoras_teE McNamara: Just sent you the following telegram : 

S$. 497, omnibus rivers and harbors bill: Please delete Bruces Eddy Dam, as 
it would block salmon and steelhead trout runs and flood much vital big. game 
wintering range, also seriously damage natural features and also unnecessary 
to overall planning of Columbia River Basin. 

ETHEL L. LARSON, 
Consultant, Conservation Department, GF WC (10 million members), 
Legislation Committee, National Council of State Garden €lubs 
400,000 members). 


Dover, IpaHo. 
Senator Pat McNamara, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 
DEAR Sir: A card to let you know I am opposed to the Bruces Eddy project, 
or any project that will destroy so much to gain so little. 
Very truly yours, 





JAMES H.- Cross. 


Senator Kerr. General Itschner, are you ready to give us the benefit 
of your statement on this bill ? 

At this point I want to place in the record statements and letters 
from Senators and others with reference to provisions of the bill. 

Senator Casr. Does that include a statement by the Upper Ohio 
Valley Association ? 

Senator Kerr. Yes, sir. Addressed to you. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, in that connection may I state that 
Senator Martin, of Pennsylvania, had suggested to these gentlemen 
that they come to see me.in view of the fact that I would be a member 
of the subcommittee conducting the hearings, and I suggested that 
they put their statements in writing which “they have done and ad- 
dressed to me, which more properly should have been addressed to the 
chairman. In any event I am glad to have it inserted. I want. to ask 
on behalf of Senator Martin that these people be accorded an oppor- 
tunity to appear before the committee at an appropriate time. 

Senator Kerr. Very good. Would you identify them? 

Senator Case. Goes. John J. Heard and John C. Bane, Jr., attor- 
neys for Upper Ohio Valley Association. 
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Senator Kerr. Didn’t they appear for an hour or more before the 
committee at the other hearing and give us their statements ? 

Senator Case. Do you mean last year? 

Senator Kerr. Yes. 

Senator Casr. They may have. I don’t know. 

Senator Kerr. My recollection is that they appeared. Do you have 
the record of the hearing, Colonel? I would be glad to have them come 
again but I would like for both you and he to know the extent to which 
they have already exercised the opportunity. We gave them an unlim- 
ited opportunity before. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I know nothing about it other than 
that they come from the State of Pennsylvania. Senator Martin did 
talk to me about it yesterday. 

Senator Kerr. Shall we leave the matter so that Senator Martin 

Senator Casr. I understand Mr. Bane is not in the room but his 
associate, Mr. Miller is and could be available when the committee 
wants to hear him. 

As I say, this is not a matter known to me personally particularly 
but Senator Martin made a special request of me. 

Senator Kerr. Here is Senator Martin. 

Senator Martin. Go ahead, you are a good spokesman. 

Senator Case. I was just saying before you entered the room that 
you have requested that these people of the Upper Ohio Valley Asso- 
ciation be given an opportunity to appear before the committee. 

Senator Kerr. Senator Martin’s request, is in connection with repre- 
sentatives of the Upper Ohio Valley Association who, at the suggestion 
of the chairman last year, had the opportunity to appear before the 
committee and did and made their statement to the committee, and who 
have. submitted here their statement which they had addressed to 
Senator Case. Certainly we would be delighted to have them have as 
much opportunity as the Senator wants. ‘ Does he want them to have 
the opportunity to further appear before the committee? 

Senator Martin. They have requested it, Ma. Chairman. I don’t 
know my own position on the matter that they are presenting. But 
they were very urgent in their request that they have an opportunity 
of being heard. So if it could be done without too great inconvenience 
to you I wish they could be heard. 

Senator Kerr. It can be done and we will arrange it at a later date. 

Senator Martin. Thank you very much. That is fine. 

(The statements referred to are as follows :) 

. Uprer OHIO VALLEY ASSOCIATION, 
Pittsburgh, Pa., February 2, 1957. 
Subject: S. 497, 85th Congress, 1st session (omnibus rivers and harbors bill) 


Hon. FRANCIS CASE, 
United States Senator, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR Case: This bill is at present in the hands of the Subcommittee 
Flood Control of the Senate Committee on Public Works. We understand that 
the subcommittee is likely to act upon it very promptly. To be specific, we were 
advised yesterday that hearings will be opened before the subcommittee on 
Monday, February 4, 1957, and concluded as promptly as possible. 

At attorneys for the Upper Ohio Valley Association, we now ask an opportunity 
to speak and to present testimony to the subcommittee in opposition to one of 
the projects which would be authorized by this bill; namely, the project described 
in lines 20-23 on page 39 of the first print of the bill as the “Project for flood 
protection on the West Branch of the Mahoning River, Ohio * * * in accordance 
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with the report of the division engineer dated October 29, 1956, at an estimated 
cost of $12,585,000.” 

As you have learned in the past, the Upper Ohio Valley Association is a volun- 
tary association of numerous citizens of Pennsylvania, West Virginia, and other 
affected States formed many years ago to express the strong opposition of its 
members to the construction by the Federal Government of a canal between 
the Ohio River and Lake Erie. Such a canal has been promoted for many years 
by a group of industrial corporations operating in and near Youngstown, Ohio. 
The canal would serve their selfish interests, but, as our clients have been able 
to maintain with success on many past occasions, in the Senate and elsewhere, 
the enormous cost of such a canal could never be justified economically as a 
public expenditure. Instead, it would result only in a costly subsidization of 
industry at Youngstown, to the great injury of the people of Pennsyl\ ania and 
other States. 

If our clients are granted an opportunity to be heard by your subcommittee, 
they will expect to present records and the testimony of thoroughly qualified 
experts which will show among possibly others the following things: 

1. The West Branch Reservoir, as described in the report of the division 
engineer, cannot be justified economically as a flood-control project or for any 
other Federal purpose. The division engineer (whose report was approved 
without qualification in a letter signed by the Chief of Engineers on. January 
23, 1957) was able to claim a benefit-cost ratio of no more than 1.14 to 1.00. 
Our engineers will present evidence showing conclusively that even the slight 
margin of justification so alleged is entirely unsound, and that the true ratio 
is certainly less than 50 cents of benefit for each dollar of presently admitted 
cost. 

2. Although it can never be justified for the purposes now asserted, the West 
Branch Reservoir or some equivalent is indispensable to the operation of the 
discredited Lake Erie and Ohio River Canal. The sponsors of the reservoir 
are and have been the same Youngstown manufacturers who have failed in 
their attempts to procure Federal construction of the canal. It is impossible, 
in the light of this and all the other evidence, to avoid the conclusion that the 
reservoir is sought today, not as a bona fide flood-protection project, but instead 
only because of its great prospective contribution to future efforts to justify the 
construction of the canal. 

3. In their handling of the matter, the Corps of Engineers have overlooked 
and violated rules and principles of law which have been long established and 
maintained by Congress for the protection of States and citizens whose interests 
may be adversely affected by such a project. 

For example, the law has long required and now requires that before making 
any report on such a project, the district engineer shall consult all private and 
publie interests likely to be affected, including in particular the authorities of 
every affected State. The law requires and has required that the governor of 
each affected State shall have at least 90 days within which to consider the 
Chief of Engineers report, before the Chief of Engineers shall recommend any 
project to Congress. (See act of December 22, 1944, Public Law’ 534; 58 Stat. 
888.) 

In this case no person or public authority in Pennsylvania was, given notice 
of the precise nature of the West Branch project or was consulted in any regular 
way by the district engineer at any stage of the matter. No notice of the district 
engineer’s report was given to the Governor or any other authority of the Com- 
monwealth of Pennsylvania or, we believe, of any other affected State (except 
perhaps Ohio) until some time during the week of January 21, 1957. Asa result, 
the Pennsylvania authorities have had, and as the matter now stands can expect, 
no opportunity to consult the citizens of the State who have interests in this 
matter, or to inform themselves in any other way of the merit or lack of merit 
of the West Branch project. 

4. Although, under laws adopted and enforced in Pennsylvania, great strides 
have been made and great amounts of money have been expended by various 
State authorities toward purification of the rivers and other waterways of the 
State, the operation of the West Branch Reservoir will result in a most serious 
kind and degree of pollution of the Beaver River, an important waterway lying 
wholly in a thickly populated part of the State. 

5. Sections 205 and 206 of 8. 497, which apply not only to the West Branch 
Reservoir but to all projects proposed by the bill, would go a long way to reduce 
local responsibility to pay for local benefits done or promised by waterway im- 
provements. In this the bill would fly in the teeth of the long-established prin- 
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ciple referred to in President Eisenhower’s memorandum in support of his veto 
of the omnibus bill passed at the last session (H. R. 10280), under which it has 
long been thought that the best test of the value of any particular waterway 
improvement is the willingness of the persons benefited to bear a fair share of 
the cost of their benefits. The soundness of this long-honored principle is almost 
ideally illustrated in the case of the West Branch Reservoir, where the benefit 
of the project will be enjoyed almost wholly by a small group of prosperous 
corporations. It is a fact that, although they are doing everything in their power 
to obtain authorization of the reservoir, these sponsors have disclosed unmis- 
takably their purpose to avoid any significant contributions toward its cost. 

These same sections would also put the Federal Government in the business 
of supplying water for local industrial and domestic use, a field which has always 
belonged in the past to local people and local financing. This is a radical pro- 
posal, and would involve a broadening of Federal activity which should not be 
authorized without the most thorough consideration of its economic and political 
consequences. 

Under all these circumstances, we believe that our presentation would be of 
value of the work of your subcommittee. If you are willing to hear us, we 
shall, of course, do everything we can to economize our use of your time and to 
present evidence upon which you can act with complete reliance. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN J. HEARD, 
JOHN C. BANE, Jr., 
Attorneys for Upper Ohio Valley Association, 


STATEMENT OF MAJ. GEN. EMERSON C, ITSCHNER, CHIEF OF 
ENGINEERS 


General Irscuner. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
I am very glad to have this opportunity to appear again before your 
sommittee. Although I have had this honor on numerous occasions, 
this is the first time that I have appeared in my present capacity as 
Chief of Engineers. 

I want to assure you, sir, that I will do everything in my power to 
maintain the traditional close cooperation and pleasant relations which 
have beeen so thoroughly established with this committee by my 
predecessor, General Sturgis, and by previous Chiefs of Engineers, 

It is my understanding, Mr. Chairman, that the purpose of. this 
hearing 

The Cuarrman. If I may interject, may I say as to General Itschner, 
on the matter we are discussing, General Itschner was division engi- 
neer in the Pacific Northwest before he came to Washington. He was 
the regional man at Portland, Oreg., dealing with these matters, 

Senator Kerr. I had intended to say something at the end of his 
statement, but in view of the statement of our committee chairman, 
at this point I want to add that in my judgment the program of public 
works in the United States probably han received one of its most sig- 
nificant contributions in the period with which I was acquainted with 
General Itschner before his becoming Chief of the Army Engineers. 

General Irscuner. It is very kind of you, sir. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman, in view of the fact that this is the 
lirst appearance for a few years in which we have not had General 
Sturgis with us, I should like to express my appreciation, and I think 
it should be on the record. 

During the tour of duty which Gen. Samuel D. Sturgis made as 
Chief of the Corps of Engineers, the public-works program of the 
country has gone forward very well. General Sturgis was a man 
utterly dedicated to his work, and that probably is responsible for the 
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fact that his health broke before his normal tour of duty was con- 
cluded. 

He was an outstanding Chief of the Corps of Engineers and I know 
that every member of the committee found him ready and willing at 
any time to supply information, to give his direct personal attention 
to the matters brougth to his: attention. 

My respect for the Corps of Engineers has increased by the fact 
that when a man like Genera] Sturgis retires, a man like General 
Itschner ean be found to take his place. I have met General Itschner 
when he appeared before the Appropriations Committee some years 
ago in connection with the division which he then represented. 

I have also known of his work in the Northwest and known of his 
work as he was the assistant to General Sturgis. It certainly is a 
cause for congratulations to the committee and its work that we now 
have General Itschner in the capacity as Chief of the Corps of Engi- 
neers, and for our side of the table we certainly welcome him to that 
position. 

General Irscuner. Thank you very much, sir. 

Senator Martin. Mr. Chairman, might I make a statement ? 

Senator Kerr. You certainly may,‘ Senator Martin. 

Senator Marrmn. As the former chairman of the Public Works 
Committee, and having been a member of the Public Works Com- 
mittee for over 10 years, I would like to make this statement. I think 
the Army has made every possible effort to give us the best possible 
personnel that we may carry out the work of flood control, river im- 
provements, and things of that kind. As a member of this committee, 
I want to express my appreciation for the many courtesies that have 
been extended to me by not only the men of the engineers, but the 
personnel in general who have appeared before our committee and 
submitted information that has been very helpful to our various 
offices, 

General I'rscuner. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Case: Mr. Chairman, would you indulge me for a personal 
reflection ? 

Senator Kerr. Surely. 

Senator Case. Since the committee last met in the prior Congress 
on work of this type there has also been an event happen which I think 
should be noted in our minutes, and that is the passing of Lt. Gen. 
Lewis A. Pick, who was the Chief of the Corps of Engineers. 

Members of the committee who were associated with General Pick 
while he was Chief of the Corps or in his prior assignments of duty, I 
am sure would join with me in saying that he was one of the most 
forward-looking men that this country has ever produced. 

In our area in particular—I speak of the Missouri Valley—we have 
a very special reason for cherishing the memory of General Pick. His 
name has been given in effect to the so-called Pick-Sloan plan, which 
was the authorization for the harnessing of the waters of the Missouri 
River, embodied in the Flood Control Act of 1944. 

He was the division engineer at Omaha at the time that the study 
which had been started under Colonel Hoge was brought to its fru- 
ition. Although he himself was called to the task of building the 
Ledo Road and did not make the presentation, yet it was General ‘Pick 
who supervised the study that led to the authorization for the Mis- 
souri River program development. 
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He was a very outstanding officer in the Corps of Engineers. His 
work on the Mississippi, his work in the Missouri Valley, his work on 
the Ledo Road, and then his tour of duty as Chief of Engineers marked 
him as one of the outstanding officers developed through the Corps of 
Kngineers for all time. 

He came to his death, untimely I felt, last fall, and it again may have 
reflected the intense devotion to duty which was expressed in his life. 

The Cuarrman. I am sure that you expressed the opinion of all of 
those who knew General Pick. 

Senator Revercoms. Mr. Chairman, may I make a comment at this 
time ¢ 

Senator Kerr. Certainly, Senator Revercomb. 

Senator Revercoms. I am new again to this committee. I am 
happy to meet General Itschner this morning for the first time. I 
served as chairman of the Public Works Committee of the Senate 
some years ago, and I want to expressly concur in the remarks of my 
able colleague, Senator Case, in his tribute to General Pick, with 
whom I worked for some years as a member of this committee and as 
its chairman for a while. 

The Heads of the Engineers, the Chiefs of the Engineers, have been 
of untold value not only to this committee but to the country in the 
construction of those things which are permanent in the advancement 
of the country. 

I appreciate the opportunity of making this expression at this time 
and paying a tribute not only to General Pick, but to his predecessors 
whom I knew. 

Thank you. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you, Senator Revercomb. 

Senator Neusercer. Mr. Chairman, I want to add one very brief 
comment. 

As a Senator from the Pacific Northwest, I am particularly grate- 
ful to the distinguished chairman of this committee in mentioning the 
great and very fortunate familiarity of General Itschner with the 
Columbia River Basin. I can well remember long before my entrance 
into public life the very outstanding service which General Itschner 
rendered when he was division engineer in the Pacific Northwest and 
many of his studies. His pioneering in the realm of river develop- 
ment and water resources development are still proving of great 
benefit to us. 

I want to thank the chairman particularly for putting that in the 
record. 

Senator Kerr. Very good. 

General, you may proceed. 

General Irscuner. Mr: Chairman, you all are very kind to me here, 
but are making it very difficult for me in the next 4 years to live up to 
your expectations. 

It is my understanding, Mr. Chairman, that the purpose of this 
hearing is to review briefly the changes which have occurred in certain 
projects in the 1956 Omnibus River and Harbor and Flood Control bill 
which was vetoed last year. 

I understand that a repetition of the testimony presented at last 
year’s hearings is not desired. However, if detailed information is 
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pageiene on any project, my staff is available to supply that 
information. 

I have with me Brig. Gen. John L. Person, who recently took over 
my previous assignment as Assistant Chief of Engineers for Civil 
Works. General Person is prepared to answer any general questions 
you may have on the bill or on the individual projects, 

The present omnibus bill now before this committee, 5. 497, is sub- 
stantially the same as the previous omnibus bill except for minor tech- 
nical changes to reflect the current status of reports on cer tain pr ojects. 
With your permission, I would like to summarize briefly the situation 
with respect to the projects contained in the 1956 omnibus bill, changes 
which have occurred in certain reports since that bill was vetoed, and 
the situation with regard to the projects which would be authorized 
by S. 497, the bill now under consideration. 

In the presidential message accompanying the veto, reference is made 
to 32 reports which have not been completely processed to Congress. 
This fact was a major reason for the veto, 

In addition, certain other projects were commented upon. I would 
like first to explain what has happened to the 32 reports referred to 
in the message. 

At the present time 19 of these 32 reports have been submitted to 
Congress. These reports are listed in table 1 which has been furnished 


to 

Benetir Kerr. I have table 1 before me. I find a tabulation of 18 
reports, but as I study it more closely, I see that the Naugatuck River, 
Conn., is listed as two reports and therefore that makes the total 19. 

General Ivscuner. That is correct, sir. 

An additional seven reports are "in various stages of processing. 
These have all been recommended by the Board of Engineers for 
Rivers and Harbors, and are now with the State and Federal agencies 
or with the Bureau of the Budget. 

Senator Kerr. I wonder if you have detailed information as to their 
exact location? That is, the seven. 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. It is broken down in table 1 in the 
second category which states, “With States or Federal agencies.” 

That category is broken down into two classifications. 

Senator Kerr. All right. This table 1 will be made a part of the 
record at this point, if it is all right with the general. 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. 

(Table 1 isas follows :) 


TABLE 1.—STATUS OF REPORTS IN GROUP OF 32 REFERRED TO IN VETO MESSAGE ON 
1956 OmniBus Brit As Not HAviInG BEEN OFFICIALLY SUBMITTED TO CONGRESS 


WITH OR ON WAY TO CONGRESS (19) 


Category Remarks 

Ne ee ii isda stich cts cp mittntnin Sent Aug. 27, 1956, H. Doe. 
31, 85th Cong. 

RS Lg 1 ee a a a aa ae Sent Sept. 13, 1956, H. Doc. 
33, 85th Cong. 

Water-lyacinth report. jo 2c le Sent Oct. 26, 1956, H. Doc. 37, 
85th Cong. 

St. Lucie Canal, Fla. (unfavorable) --_.-..-_--- Sent Jan. 2, 1957, S. Doc. 6, 
85th Cong. 

I ee whiceeateen on __ Sent Dee. 20, 1956, H. Doc. 


45, 85th Cong. 
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‘TABLE 1.—STATUS OF REPORTS IN GROUP OF 32 REFERRED TO IN VETO MESSAGE ON 
1956 Omnibus Brit as Not HAVING BEEN OFFICIALLY SUBMITTED TO CONGRESS— 
Continued 





WITH OR ON WAY TO CONGRESS (19)—continued 
Category Remarks 
Mississippi River, lock and dam 26__------.-.-.. Sent Dec. 27, 1956, S. Doe. 7, 
85th Cong. 
Wolf River, Tenn___~- Lgiapserey etree! ~sioto~atis~ Sent Dee. 27, 1956. 
Yoowtine Bay. O00G. OS ies ncnewddaemindtoen~4= Sent Dec. 27, 1956, S. Doe, 8, 
85th Cong. 
RE EAVES. Bil. nae nese eens ica Sent Jan. 8, 1957. 
Hel River, Oalif...i... alive aa sen Sent Jan. 8, 1957. 
Boeuf and Tensas Rivers, Ark. and La___-.---.-. 
Naugatuck River, Conn. (Hall Meadow and East 
Branch Dams) (listed as 2 reports) ----.----- Sent Jan. 8, 1957. 
White River backwater area, Ark___-_-_-__-_-__. 
Littleville Reservoir, Mass_._..____-__----------- Sent Jan. 16, 1957. 
Bim River,'S. DaWous iui iu aa Sent Jan. 22, 1957. 
Alabama River at Montgomery, Ala_.-_--------~-- Sent Jan. 10, 1957. 
Ba. calsinen eneneeoenmicigipmeaianiabin Sent Jan. 16, 1957. 
intent Tair) Ovi csctcengpeeecernncreeininganncionen Sent Jan. 28, 1957. 


WITH STATES OB FEDERAL AGENCIES (7) 


With or on way to Bureau of the Budget: 
Bridgeport Harbor, Conn. 
Millwood Reservoir, Ark. 
Mad River Dam, Conn. 

With or on way to States and Federal agencies : 
Hendry County, Fla. 
Sandy Lick Creek at Brookville, Pa. 
Kaskaskia River, IIL. 
West Branch Mahoning River, Ohio. 


NO REPORT REQUIRED (1) 
ld and Atchafalaya Rivers, La. 


NO REPORT TO BE MADE (2) 


Buchanan Reservoir, Calif. 
Hidden Reservoir, Calif. 


REPORT TO BE MADE AT LATER DATE (3) 


RERRENAS  BAVOU; Bcc cdl dvnncramsionnge Detailed studies being made 
in connection with Missis- 
sippi River comprehensive 
study are not sufficiently 
advanced to permit submis- 
sion of report at this time. 

Mississipni River main stem improvement____-~--~- Same as above. 


TS TI CU ii edt niiacstnenieninienatedcn Report on cost allocation 


studies now being started 
and will take about 2 years 
to complete. 

General Irscuner. All of these 7 reports which are also listed in 
table 1 should reach Congress this session. The remaining six reports 
are in various categories, which I shall explain. They, too, are listed 
in table 1. The project for the Old and Atchafalaya Rivers, La., has 
been determined to be already authorized and no report is considered 
to be required. 

The cost allocation studies for Oroville Dam, Calif., will require 
about 2 years to complete and it is recognized that no report can be 
submitted at this time. 
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For two other projects, the Mississippi River main stem improve- 
ment, and McKinney Bayou, Miss., detailed studies are now underway 
in connection with the comprehensive review study of the Mississippi 
River project. The first is scheduled for completion as an interim 
report this summer, and the second about a year later as part of the 
comprehensive report. 

The last two projects in this group, Hidden and Buchanan Reser- 
voirs, Calif., were discussed in House Document 367, 81st Congress, 
which was a comprehensive report on the Sacramento-San Joaquin 
Basin, and no further report heabeeu authorized. 

The total number of projects in the present bill on which questions 
have been raised by the Bureau of the Budget is 40, made up of 32 
projects for which reports had not been submitted ‘at the time the 
1956 omnibus bill was passed, as I discussed previously, plus 8 projects 
for which reports had been submitted. For the purpose of analysis I 
have had table 2 prepared, copies of which also have been furnished 
to you. 

Table 2 shows the various categories and numbers of reports with 
respect to the views of the Bureau of the Budget. 

Senator Kerr. Is that table 2 with reference to the 40 projects or 
with reference to the 8 projects last identified and included in table 1? 

General Irscuner. Table 2 refers to the entire 40 projects, includ- 
ing the 8 referred to. 

(Table 2 is as follows :) 


TABLE 2.—Analysis of reports listed in budget letter of Jan. 14, 1957 


conocer i semeoniiaatlhpnitepsltperpenamemntpnlonecapepais aapaememnsengitn fe fapa- Serre te 








Status of + hi with respect to— 
bes og aelit i i” ~ ——-— — 


| 
Submission to Congress Other factors 
MED i OS Ee nee id eee 
Objections in budget letter Jan. 14, 1957 Submitted te: | Total 


Not sub- | INo report) con- 
| mitted to | required | sidered 


— | Report | 
| 











| Prior to | Subse- | Congress | not 

veto quent to | | adequate | 

Yeto | | 

| | | | 
Weenies. Wola. holiaiesl 1... a = 8 tilacail » 13 

Objection: 
1. Insufficient local cost. sharing -_----| °6 MO ies =e 9 

2. Project should not be authorized | 
or requires modification _.--- .-- | 2 PO os ileus cece ii 4 6 

3. Reports not with Congress but | | | 
may be submitted this session _ _|_.........|_.-...---.| Pa aces . 7 

4. Reports which will not be sub- | | | 
mitted for, come: timtec. 222.2. -..|--....---s)ssucen Spleie 6:8 fan pasen-sfemanph-pis| 3 
5. Report not adequate .-.........1...-]--.--- ~--|-----+----|-----+----|-----+-"=5| ‘2 | 2 
— - conte | cts ome a | oe ine ‘ = 
Toe. OM. 2A... 8 19 | 10 | 1 2 | 40 





CATEGORIES OF REPORTS INDICATED BY FOOTNOTES IN PRECEDING TABULATION 


* Submitted to Congress prior to veto—objection: Insufficient local cost sharing: 
Mississippi River at Alton, Ill. 
Irondequoit Bay, N. Y. 
Tombigbee River, Miss. and Ala. 
Saline River, Ill. 
Port Washington, Wis. 
Des Moines River, Iowa 
» Submitted to Congress prior to veto—objection: Project should not be authorized or require modifies 
tion: 
Gilbert and Lone Rock Reservoirs. Ark. 
Bruces Eddy Reservoir, Idaho 
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CATEGORIES OF REPORTS INDICATED BY FOOTNOTES IN PRECEDING TABULATION—continued 


¢ Submitted to Congress and subsequent to veto—objeetion: No objection: 
Salem Harbor, Mass. 
St. Anthony Falls, Minn. 
Calumet-Sag project, Ill. 
Yaquina Bay, Oreg. 
Lock and dam No. 26, Missouri and TRinois 
Wolf River, Tenn. 
Escambia River, Fla. 
Eel River, Calif. 
Alabama River at Montgomery, Ala. 
Littleville Dam, Mass. 
Barataria Bay, La. 
Baltimore Harbor, Md. 
¢ Submitted to Congress subsequent to veto—objection’ Insufficient local cost sharing: 
Water hyacinth program 
Boeuf and Tensas Rivers, Ark, and La. 
White River backwater, Arkansas 
«Submitted to Congress subsequent to veto—objections: Project should not be authorized or require 
modification: 
St. Lucie Canal, Fla. 
Hall Meadow Dam, Conn. 
East Branch Dam, Conn. 
Eln River, 8S. Dak. 
/ Not submitted to Congress—objection: Reports not with Congress but may be submitted this session: 
Bridgeport Harbor, Conn. 
Millwood Reservoir and alternate reservcirs, Arkansas and Oklahoma 
Mad River j’am, Conn. 
Hendry County, Fla. 
Kaskaskia River, Ill. 
Sandy Lick Creek at Brookville, Pa. 
West Branch, Mahoning River, Ohio 
* Not submitted to Congress—objection: Reports which will not be submitted for some time: 
McKinney Bayou, Miss. 
Oroville | am, Calif. 
Mississippi River channel improvements 
* Other factors—no report required—no objection: Old and Atchafalaya Rivers, La. 
* Other factcrs—report not considered adequate—objection: Report not adequate: 
Hidden Reservoir, Calif. 
Buchanan Reservoir, Calif. 


General ItscHner. Of the 40 projects questioned, 12 have now been 
cleared by the Bureau of the Budget without objection, and 1 does 
not require a report. That is the first line on table 2. A total of 13 
projects. 

Of the remaining 27 projects, 9 were objected to by Bureau of the 
Budget because of insufficient local contribution; 6 because Bureau 
of the Budget. did not consider the project economically justified or 
hecause modification was required; 7 represent projects on which re- 
ports have not yet been submitted but on which we plan to submit 
reports later this session; 3 are projects on which we will be unable 
to submit reports during this session; and 2 are projects which were 
included in a comprehensive report which Bureau of the Budget con- 
siders to be inadequate for authorization, and there is no existing 
authority to make a further report. 

Senator Kerr. Looking at table 2,.and referring to the ones with 
reference to which there is objection, No. 1 consists of 9—6. identi- 
fied with a little a and 3 identified with a little d. Do those letters 
refer to some other part of this? 

General Irscuner. They refer to page 2 of the report where. you see 
a and d and the names of the projects that comprise the 6 and 3 proj- 
ects, respectively, that are mentioned in the table. 

Senator Kerr. The 6 @ are the Mississippi River at Alton, LIL; 
Irondequoit Bay, N. Y.; Tombigbee River, Miss. and Ala.; Saline 
River, lll.; Port Washington Harbor, Wisc.; and Des Moines River, 
Lowa. 

General Ivscuner. This is correct, sir. 

Senator Krrr. The 3 ¢@ are water-hyacinth program; Boeuf and 
Tensas Rivers, Ark. and La.; and White River backwater area, 


Arkansas. 
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General Itscuner. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. Item 2 refers to the 2 in } and the 4 in a; the 2 in & 
being Gilbert and Lone Rock Reservoirs, Ark., and Bruces Eddy 
Reservoirs, Idaho; 4 in e refers to St. Lucie Canal, Fla.; Hall Meadow 
Dam, Conn.; East Branch Dam, Conn.; and Elm River, 8. Dak. 

General IrscuHner. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Kerr. The reports not with Congress but may be submitted 
this session are 7 under /, being Bridgeport Harbor, Conn.; Millwood 
Reservoir and alternate reservoirs, Arkansas and Oklahoma; Mad 
River Dam, Conn.; Hendry County, Fla.; Kaskaskia River, IIl.; 
Sandy Lick Creek at Brookville, Pa.; and West Branch, Mahoning 
River, Ohio. 

And 3 reports which definitely will not be submitted for some 
time are the 3 under g: McKinney Bayou, Miss. ; Oroville Dam, Calif. ; 
and Mississippi River Channel improvements. 

Now addressing ourselves for the moment to those listed under No. 
3, reports not with Congress but may be submitted this session, is 
there any specific information that the committee can have as to 
whether that “may be submitted” is indicative of a possibility, proba- 
bility, or certainty ? 

General ItscHner. It is not certain, sir, but we have every hope 
and expectation that the projects will be available for the committee 
before the end of this session of Congress. 

Senator Kerr. Could you give us, or if you do not have the know!l- 
edge that is fine, and we will see if the Bureau of the Budget does 
when they come before us, information as to the location and present 
environment of each of the seven listed under /. 

General Irscuner. Yes; I can give you that information. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, by environment did you mean atti- 
tudes or opinion ? 

Senator Kerr. Yes, sir. Attitudes. 

General Itscuner. I can give you information as to the location 
of the reports. 

Senator Kerr. I am as interested in the environment as the lo- 
cation. 

Senator Martin. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. Senator Martin. 

Senator Marttn. You were very kind a moment ago in stating that 
you would give some opponents of the West Branch, Mahoning River, 
a chance to be heard. What I am getting at, in order to save the 
committee as much time as possible, is if that report isn’t in before 
we adjourn this summer I wonder whether there is any reason for 
these people to be heard. 

Senator Kerr. I will say very frankly to my good friend from 
Pennsylvania that my position is going to be that aside from a decision 
by the committee with reference to about 8, that with the exception 
possibly of 8 of these projects the bill as passed last year be again 
reported to the Senate. 

Senator Martrn. Then it is the suggestion of these men as to the 
West Branch of Mahoning River, that they come down and be heard. 

Senator Kerr. I wouldn’t suggest that to them. If it is to the in- 
terest of Pennsylvania to do that, that is up to you. 

Senator Martin. I appreciate that very much. I am trying to save 
the time of the committee as much as possible. 
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Senator Kerr. I think the situation should remain as you had previ- 
ously stated. 

Senator Martin. Thank you very much. 

Senator Kerr. You were about to answer the last question, General. 

General Irscuner. I was about to give you the location of the seven 
projects under f. Three of them are with or on the way to the Bureau 
of the Budget. 

Senator Kerr. Which three ¢ 

General ItscuNner. Bridgeport Harbor, Conn.; Millwood Reservoir 
and alternate reservoirs, a eenne and Oklahoma; and Mad River 
Dam, Conn. There are four of them which are with or in their way 
to the States and Federal agencies, namely Hendry County, Fla.; 
Sandy Lick Creek at Brookville, Pa.; Kaskaska River, Ll.; and the 
West Branch of the Mahoning River, Ohio. 

Senator Hruska. Those last four that you named are where? 

General Irscuner. They are with the States and Federal agencies 
for review and comment, 

Senator Hruska. And the others that you named previously ? 

General Irscuner. They are with the Bureau of the Budget. 

Senator Hruska. And they have been to the Federal agencies and 
to the States ? 

General Itscuner. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hruska. The previous ones? 

General Irscuner. The previous ones. 

This concludes my presentation. I have not included information 
on the status of the civil works program as we normally do because 
of the fact that such information was given at the time of the regular 
hearings last year. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, General. 

Are there any questions by members of the committee of General 
Itschner ¢ 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I want to ask some appropriate repre- 
sentative of the corps about Elm River. Whether that should be 
General Itschner or General Person I do not know. 

General IrscuNER. What is the question, sir. 

Senator Kerr. The second of the two projects referred to in table 
2assubparagraph e. That is 1 of the 4 I should say in subparagraph 
e and it is on the top of the last page of table 2 as submitted. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman, I will state the question I would like 
to have answered. 

Last year the committee put in an authorization for Elm River 
which contemplated the raising of the presently existing dam and 
making it possible for the city of Aberdeen to get some municipal 
water there. I went to the site of the dam with General Galloway, 
the division engineer, and the engineers have prepared a letter based 
upon that visit and a subsequent reconnaissance study made by the 
division. 

I am familiar with that and recognize the questions which the corps 
has raised on that. Subsequent to getting a letter on that, since the 
Congress convened, I sent that letter to the mayor and to the chair- 
man of the committee. 

The mayor came back with one inquiry about it, based upon the 
modification of that plan, and I have had a reply on that from the 
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corps. But just last week I received a letter from Mr. Hugh Agor, 
the chairman of the flood committee for the local citizens, and. he 

raised the question which I posed in a letter addressed to the Chief 
just last week, and I am not sure whether you have that letter and 
if you have you just probably got it yesterday or today. 

General IrscuNer. I have not seen it, sir. 

Senator Casr. The fact is that some years ago the Corps of Engi- 
neers recommended that might be called a comprehensive plan for the 
Elm River and the James River at that point. At that time they 
proposed a dam known as the Westport Dam which would have been 
high enough to have required diking near the town of Westport to 
prevent flooding of the railroad trac ks. 

That feature of the plan developed a great deal of local opposition 
in the community of Westport. “People didn’t like to feel that the 
level of the water in the reservoir might part of the time be above 
the railroad tracks or above part of the t town, even though there might 
be a dike protecting them. 

Since that time two things have happened. One: The Bureau of 
Reclamation has constructed a dam oif the James River near James- 
town, N. Dak., which would relieve the water on the James River so 
that it might accommodate more water I think from the Elm, in addi- 
tion to that the municipality of Aberdeen now is taking steps to re- 
habilitate what is known as the Willow Creek Dam which is a tribu- 
tary—the Willow Creek is a tributary of the Elm River. 

What I am wondering is if the Engineers couldn't take into account 
these two developments since that or riginal report was made on Elm 
River, and give us a proposal which would be feasible for the dam 
on the Elm River of a lesser height than the original Westport Dam. 

General Irscuer. I would like to ask Major Garrett to respond 
to that question. 

Major Garrerr. Senator Case, with reference to the letter, we had 
not received it when I left the office this morning. I have alerted 
our staff to be on the lookout for it and to get information with 
reference to this matter immediately so that we can have it for 
presentation to this committee. 

We can certainly investigate it, sir, but 1 am not prepared to say 
at this time that we can work up an economically justifiable project. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman, I suspected because of the time ele- 
ment for which the corps is not responsible—it is just that the thing 
has been worked on promptly, I think more promptly than one might 
have expected. 

General Galloway got on the matter promptly last. summer and his 
interim report by way of letter was very quickly provided ; the corps 
has responded to everything presented to them very promptly on it. 
My reason for bringing it up though was because under the implied 
schedule, the way you were proceeding here we may be disposing of 
this bill rather shortly. 

1 wanted to bring the matter up. 1 would like to hold the para- 
graph relating to the Elm River open for consideration when the 
corps has had an opportunity to consider the question posed in my 
letter, so that we can have the benefit of that before final action is 
taken by the committee on the bill. 

Senator Kerr. As far as | am concerned your wishes in regard to 
that matter will be complied with. 
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Senator Case. Thank you very much. 

General Irscuner. We will obtain that information as soon as we 
possibly “an. 

Senator Kerr. In order to recapitulate, General, the President re- 
ferred to 40 projects in his veto message with the information that 
the veto was based upon his attitude w ith reference to the 40 projects. 

General Irscuner. That is correct, sir. Forty projects were com- 
mented upon in the veto message. 

Senator Kerr. With reference to the 40, 19 of them have been re- 
ported on and the administration has made its attitude with reference 
to them clear to the Congress. That is the 19 in the first category 
of table 1. 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. Nineteen reports have been submitted 
to Congress out of the original 32 that had not, been submitted. 

Senator Krrr. There is one that the Engineers and that the Bureau 
of the Budget have decided is taken care of under a previous authori- 
zation. 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. That is the Old and Atchafalaya 
Rivers, La. 

General Person. We require a monetary authorization on that. 

Senator Kerr. Still referring to table 1, there are 7 of the remain- 
ing 20 that are either now in ‘the budget or that have been sent by 
thee orps to other Federal agencies or affected States. 

General Irscuner. That is correct. 

Senator Kerr, That makes a total of 27. I am trying to find the 
other 13. 

General Irscuner. The other 13 can be accounted for as follows 
For two of them, no report will be made. 

Senator Kerr. No report will be made because of the necessity of 
so much time? 

General Itscuner. No, sir. We have no authority to make a 
report. We have no resolution asking for it. 

Senator Kerr. There has been no resolution by an appropriate com- 
mittee or by the Congress directing the report ? 

General IrscHNEr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Those are the two that are listed at the top of page 
2 of table 1 

General IrscHner. Yes, sir. Buchanan and Hidden Reservoirs. 
It is true, sir, that they are reported upon in an older report which the 
Bureau of the Budget considers is not adequate authority for the 
construction of these projects at this time. 

Senator Kerr. But the reports of the Corps of Engineers after 
studies of the project at a previous time were before the C ongress and 
are before the Congress ? 

General Irscunrr. Yes, sir. That is correct. They were discussed 
in the House Document 367, 81st Congress, which was a comprehen- 
sive report. It wasn’t a specific report on these individual 
projects 

Senator Kerr. That identifies 29 of the 40. 

General IrscHNer. Yes, sir. For three more then, the report is 
to be made at a later date—McKinney Bayou, Mississippi River main- 
stem improvement, and Oroville Dam. 

Senator Kerr. What information was before the Congress at the 
time the veto was considered with reference to those three projects ? 
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General Irscuner. There was only the testimony presented by wit- 

nesses. There were no reports. 

Senator Kerr. Was there testimony by the corps ? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir; we testified on those projects in answer 
to specific questions. 

Senator Kerr. By the committee of the House or Senate ¢ 

General ItscHner. By the Senate committee. 

Senator Kerr. That leaves eight. 

General IrscHner. That is 32 all told. The remaining eight are 
projects which 

Senator Kerr. The colonel has just suggested, General, that those 
three were inserted into the bill of the House of Representatives in- 
stead of the Senate. 

General IrscuHner. It was the House. 

Senator Kerr. McKinney, Mississippi main stem improvement, and 
Oroville Dam, Calif. 

General Irscuner. I stand corrected. ‘They were inserted by the 
House. 

Senator Kerr. But either the House or Senate committee did ask 
eee questions of the corps with reference to their knowledge about 





General Irscuner. That is correct, sir. 

The remaining eight are projects for which reports were available 
to the committees at the time the last omnibus bill was passed. For 
32 projects there were no reports available. Eight of them were 
available to the committees, and objections were t taken by the Bureau 
of the Budget to those eight. 

Senator Kerr. Then for further capitulation, or recapitulation, 
with reference to the 40 projects, the attitude of the budget has been 
made known to the committees on the 19 in the first category of table 1, 
on the Old and Atchafalaya Rivers included in table 1, which is 20, 
and on the 8 which had previously been made, which is 28. 

General Irscuner. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Kerr. The Bureau of the Budget is in the process of pre- 
paring for the Congress a statement of its attitude on the seven proj- 
ects which are shown in table 1 under the category “With States or 
Federal agencies.” 

General IrscHnrr, Speaking on the first three, Bridgeport, Mill- 
wood, and Mad River Dam, it is not our custom to submit these reports 
to the Bureau of the Budget, formally, until we have the views of the 
States and the Federal agencies. 

Senator Kerr. Then the Bureau of the Budget is in the process 
of preparing to advise the Congress of its attitude with reference 
to 3 of those 7? 

General Irscunerr. That is correct. 

Senator Kerr. That would make a total of 20 plus 8 plus 3, which 
would be 31. 

Then if the Congress were contemplating action in the near future 
on the other nine, it would do so on the basis of information it had 
received from others, including Government agencies, but not includ- 
ing the Budget. 

General Irscuner. And not including our reports, sir. Our reports 
would not be available. 
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Senator Kerr. Your reports would not be available, but with ref- 


erence to a number of them in response to specific questions your 


knowledge about them had been obtained and inserted in the record. 
General Irscunrr. Y es, sir, to the extent that we had any knowledge 


on these projects based upon reports, 


Senator Krrr. Were any of them with reference to which the corps 
advised the Congress that they did not have knowledge? 

General TrscHNER. Yes, sir. We indicated in every case that our 
knowledge was inc omplete. We had not completed the studies. We 
had some knowledge about all of them except Oroville Dam, and rec- 
ognized the very great need for a dam on the Feather River, on which 
Oroville Dam is to be located. We had no specific knowledge of that 
dam. 

Senator Kerr. Which other of the nine would be in the category of 
the Congress not having received information from the corps in re- 
sponse to specific questions concerning them ? 

General Irscrmner. McKinney Bayou, in Mississippi, sir, is the only 
other one. 

Senator Krrr. Buchanan and Hidden Reservoirs, in California, 
come under the category of projects about which the engineers had 
in other years made investigations and reports? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. They were discussed in a comprehen- 
sive report on the Sacramento-San Joaquin Valleys, which was sub- 
mitted to the 81st Congress and published as House Document 367. 

Senator Kerr. Are there other questions ? 

Senator Nreunercer. General Itschner, I want to get one thing 
straight to make sure I interpret the charts correctly. As of the 4th 


of February 1957, the Yaquina Bay, on the Oregon coast, is listed 


among those projects for which a report has been made to Congress 
and to which there is no present objection. Is that correct? 

General Irscnner. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Neusercer. I submitted a telegram today from the Georgia 
Pacific Corp. giving their schedule for the construction of the pulp 
plant in Alaska. The plant on Yaquina Bay. 

Isn’t it true that even if the pulp plant were not built, and I want 
to emphasize that the company stated in the telegram which I received 
this morning that they intend to build it—even if it were not built it 
would have a 1-to-1 benefit to cost ratio. 

General Person. At the time the division and district engineers were 
investigating the project, the pulp and paper operations in the area 
were not sufficiently assured and defined for them to evaluate the re- 

lated benefits. Consequently, the reporting officers were unable to 
justify the improvement. However, the Board of Engineers for Riv- 
ers and Harbors, after carefully considering additional information 
furnished by local interests regarding paper mill and pulp operations, 
reevaluated the plans to take into account prospective commerce, and 
found the 40-30 foot plan to be economically justified on that basis. 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you. 

I have another question of General Itschner. 

At the present time the Army Corps of Engineers, if I am not mis- 
taken, is carrying out a review with House “Document 531 with re- 
spect to the C olumbia Basin, is that correct ? 

General Itscuner. That is correct, sir. 
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Senator Neusercer. Is it not correct also that in the Columbia Basin 
at the present time there is only about 5 or 6 million acre-feet of ef- 
fective flood-control storage. 

General Irscuner. I believe it is in the order of 6 million acre-feet. 
We found in the last flood that we could actually get more than we 
had heretofore visualized at Grand Coulee Dam, so it may be slightly 
above 6 million. 

Senator Neusercer. I think General Foote said something around 
6 million. Something like that. And the annual flow of the Colum- 
bia is around 180 million acre-feet. 

General Itscuner. The average annual acre flow is 180 to 184 mil- 
lion acre-feet. 

Senator Neuspercer. Whereas on the Colorado River, by contrast, 
you have an annual flow of about 18 million acre-feet. 

Senator Kerr. That is the historic average, I think. 

Senator Neusercer. At Boulder Dam alone you have 32 million 
acre-feet.of storage. 

What I am getting to is this, and«this is what I wanted to ask you; 
Would you think it unreasonable that the omnibus bill should earry 
the requirement that pursuant. to the resolution which sets up. this 
restudy of House Document 531, that the Corps of Engineers shall be 
guided by ultimate flood- control goals of not less than those totally 
provided in House Document. 531? 

I think you understand the nature of my question, because the thing 
we are disturbed about in the Northwest has been a series of speeches 
which General Foote, the present division engineer, has delivered 
pointing out how comparatively little acre-feet of storage is provided 
in the Pacific Northwest compared to the total flow of ‘the Columbia. 
River. 

General Irscuner. I am sure that we are being guided by the goals 
established in the prior review report: of: the ¢ ‘columbia River. It is 
going to be very difficult to obtain that amount of storage. It might 
be necessary to substitute some small increase in levee heights to com- 
yensate for some of the storage if we can’t get adequate flood-control 
in any other way. We would | prefer, of course, to get the storage. 

I see really no objection to such a provision in this omnibus bill. 
I don’t think it would make any difference in our present concept of 
the report. 

Senator Neusercer. It would not make any difference in your pres- 
ent concept of the report ? 

General Irscuner. No, sir, I don’t think so. 

Senator Neusercer. But you would see no objection to such a provi- 
sion just so that there was an ultimate goal of the same live storage 
that was recommended in House Document 531. 

General Irscuner. I think if it were stated as a goal, sir, and not 
as an absolute requirement, because we are not sure we could meet 
the requirement. 

Senator Neupercer. If it were an ultimate goal you could see no 
objection to it? 

General Irscuner. I could see no objection. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you, General. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I should like to ask the general what 
a couple of paragraphs mean in the bill. 
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On page 45, section 205 says: 


In prosecuting plans and projects for navigation, flood control, and allied pur- 
poses heretofore or hereafter authorized, storage may be included in any reser- 
voir project to be constructed by the Corps of Engineers without reimburse- 
ment, to increase low flows downstream to the extent warranted at that time, 
or anticipated to be warranted at that time, or anticipated to be warranted dur- 
ing the economic life of the project, by widespread, general, and nonexclusive 


‘bencfits from such increases in low flow. 


General Irscuner. I will ask General Person to answer that ques- 
tion. 

General Person. Our understanding of the intent of that para- 
graph is that it is analogous to flood control. Where we have a flood- 
control reservoir with widespread downstream benefits, not accruing 
to any readily identifiable community or local entity, then the cost of 


construction 1s a Federal cost. 


Where on the other hand we have a local protection project, which 


‘protects a readily identifiable beneficiary, then that beneficiary is 


required to contribute. The thought here would be that where you 
have a reservoir which can be so constructed as to Pov e storage to 
le distance down- 

stream and benefit many widely scattered communities, none of which 
is especially susceptible to identification, then it is our interpretation 
the paragraph that that would provide for Federal 


Where, however, such construction is for the primary benefit of a 
particular community which requires rights to that ‘storage, then 
obviously that community should pay. 

Senator Case. Would this be.interpreted as modifying the O-Mah- 
oney-Millikin amendment to the Flood Control Act of 1944? TIT ask 
that question because right now there is a considerable disturbance in 


‘my State over what some people feel is a misapplication of the O’Mah- 


oney-Millikin amendment with regard to the waters of the Missouri 
River. The so-called O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment in the Flood 
Control Act of 1944 says that the use of water for navigation shall 
not interfere with the beneficial consumptive use of the stored waters 
of the Missouri River west of the 98th meridian. 

There is a feeling, particularly among the REA’s in the State, that 
during the past year or year and a half the water has been used for 
navigation, the waters in the storage dams has been released for nav- 


igation at the expense of power generation. They are about to seek 
‘a memorial in the State legislature calling upon this committee and/or 


the Committee on Interior to conduct an investigation on that point. 

I have here a picture taken of a group of directors’ meeting at which 
this memorial was developed, as published in the Sioux Falls Argus 
Leader of January 20, which has this caption: 


Two committees of Congress will be asked to investigate the use ot water in 


the Missouri River reservoirs if a resolution introduced in the South Dakota 


fiouse of Representatives is approved. The measure is sponsored by the South 
Dakota Rural Electric Association. Six members of the house of representatives, 


: who introduced the measure aimed at “saving the water of the State,” pose 


with A. C. Hauffle, standing right, president of the South Dakota Rural Elec- 
trie Association. 

They are, standing: Ralph A. Nauman, Gettysburg; Ben Radcliffe, Hitch- 
cock: Fred J. Nichol, Mitchell; Delos C. Smith, DeSmet, and Hauffle. Seated are 


Jéohn Buehler, Emory; and O. A. Hodgson, Martin. 
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I have a letter from Mr. Harlan Severson, editor of the South Da- 
kota Highlander, which says: 

You are to receive from the office of the South Dakota Rural Electrie Associa- 
tion a copy of a resolution memorializing Congress to have the Senate Interior 
and Public Works Committee investigate the administration of the O’Mahoney- 
Millikin amendment to the Flood Control Act of 1944. 

I directed my question to section 205 because it seemed to have some 
language in there which related to increasing the low flows down- 
streams. As I understand it, this whole question of agitation has 
arisen because of the belief that the low flows downstream beyond the 
98th meridian have been increased by taking down the water which 
otherwise would have increased the power generation. 

General Irscuner. In this case, sir, the low flows would be aug- 
mented by storage capacity specifically built for that purpose. That 
is the purpose of section 205, to permit the construction of dams some- 
what larger so that the low flow could be augmented. Consequently, 
it would not interfere in any way with water used for other purposes. 
In fact, it would improve the conditions at all reservoirs downstream. 

Senator Casr. Then if you were to act under the authority of this 
language with reference to taking water out of the Oahe Reservoir, 
let us say, you would have to increase the height of the Oahe Dam? 

General Irscuner. That is correct. We would have to increase 
the height of the dam sufficiently to take care of this low flow aug- 
mentation. 

Senator Case. That would apply also to the other dams in that 
chain of lakes? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir, 

Senator Cast. What is your interpretation of the O’Mahoney- 
Millikin amendment with respect to the use of the stored water for 
navigation when and if that conflicts with the development of the 
maximum power ? 

General Irscuner. We do not consider the use of water for power 
generation to be a consumptive use of water. 

Senator Case. It is a beneficial use 

General Irscuner. It is a beneficial use. So is the navigation. 
But it is certainly not a consumptive use. If the water were to be 
used for any strictly consumptive use, that would take priority west 
of the 98th meridian. 

Senator Case. What does consumptive use embrace ? 

General Irscuner. Domestic water supply; supply for irrigation 
and for industry. 

Senator Case. Muncipal water? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. That is domestic water? 

General Irscuner. That is domestic water. 

Senator Hruska. Sanitation purposes? 

General Irscuner. I don’t think so, sir. I think the river just 
serves for dilution of pollution. I would say not. 

Senator Case. Have you studied or more recently read the hearings 
of the Senate Committee on Flood Control in 1944, taken with Senator 
Overton as chairman of that committee, when the O’Mahoney-Milli- 
kin amendment was thrashed out ? 

General Irscuner. No, sir; I haven’t recently read it. I am not at 
all aware of what is in it. 
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Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I think it would probably be not the 
best use of our time to try to establish then the meaning of the 
language in the so-called O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment at this 
particular time, but it must be obvious to you from what I have read 
with reference to this memorial that is being presented in the South 
Dakota legislature that this is a very hot question out there at this 
particular time, and that either the commitee on its own initiative 
should take up and set for hearing the question of the interpretation 
and the working of the O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment or we will 
be called upon by the memorial of the State legislature to do so. 

I feel that if the question is raised that the committee might well 
on its own initiative take the matter up without waiting until we 
are asked by a resolution of the State legislatures to do so. 

I wonder if you would agree to asking the staff to make a study 
on the background of the O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment with this 
discussion, and I ask that the corps prepare itself for a hearing on 
that, and at a later date set a hearing for that matter. 

Senator Kerr. I will be glad to do that. I think it is entirely pos- 
sible, with or without action on our part, that we will be asked by not 
only South Dakota but North Dakota and Montana to do that. 

I would like to ask the general a few questions. 

If I understand 205 and 206, among other things they provide 
either with reference to reservoirs now constructed or to be con- 
structed that where it is consistent with the specific uses for which 
the- project. was constructed that low flows are to be maintained con- 
sistent with the objectives contained in this language, and to meet the 
elements of widespread general and nonexclusive benefits from such 
increases in low flow. 

General Person. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Are there further questions of the Chief? 

Senator Hruska. I should like to inquire as to page 2 of table2. It 
is noted that the paragraphs marked “(a) ,” (by, “(d),” and “(e)” 
have designated objections to the projects listed to the items listed 
in each of those subparagraphs. 

Senator Kerr. Would you repeat the paragraphs referred to? 

Senator Hruska. (a), (b), (d), and (e). 

My question, General, is whether the questions listed therein are 
those of the Corps of Engineers ? 

General Person. In some cases, yes. In a few cases there was a 
minor difference of opinion between us and the Bureau of the Budget. 
In some cases the amount of local contribution in the bill was less 
than the amount recommended in our report. 

Senator Hruska. Would you enumerate them. 

General Person. Yes, sir. There are 11 projects which have cost- 
sharing provisions which are objected to by the Bureau of the Budget. 
These are as follows: Mississippi River at Alton, I1l.; Lrondequoit Bay, 
N. Y.; Tombigbee River, Miss. and Ala.; Saline River, Ill.; Port 
Washington Harbor, Wis.; Des Moines River, lowa; water hyacinth 
program, Boeuf and Tensas Rivers, Ark. and La.; White River Back- 
water, Ark; Hall Meadow Dam, Conn.; and East Branch Dam, Conn. 
With respect to 4 of these projects, the Tombigbee River, Miss. and 
Ala., the Saline River, Ill., the Hall Meadow Dam, Conn., and the East 
Branch Dam, Conn., the provisions contained in S. 497, authorizing 
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these projects are at variance with the recommendations of the Chief 
of Engineers. 

Senator Hruska. In those 11 instances the contribution is less in 
the bill that was vetoed ¢ ° 

General Person. Than was recommended in our report. 

Senator Hruska. Than was recommended in your report? 

General Person. Yes, sir, some of them. 

Senator Hruska. Do you still insist on your objection therefore? 

General Person. We still feel that the reports were sound, sir. 

Senator Hruska. But as to the rest of the objections, are those yours 
or the Bureau of the Budget ¢ 

General Person. They are ours in 4 cases and the Bureau of the 
Budget’s in 7 cases, in addition to our 4. 

Senator Hruska. They are joint in that respect 

General Person. Yes, for the 4 cases. You were talking purely 
about local contribution, were you not ? 

Senator Hruska. No. All objection. 

General Person. On Gilbert and Lone Rock Reservoirs we agree 
with the Bureau of the Budget in that our report showed the project 
to be not economically justified. 

Senator Kerr. Which one? 

General Person. Gilbert and Lone Rock Reservoirs in Arkansas, 
under (b). Using the taxes-foregone formula the projects are not 
economically justified. 

Senator Kerr. May I ask a question at that point, Senator Hruska ¢ 

Senator Hruska. Surely. 

Senator Kerr. Your reports with reference to local contributgon, 
and the effect on your reports by application of the principle of taxes 
foregone, are both the direct result of instructions the Corps received 
in the Budget’s directive A-47 ? 

General Person. I believe that is true. 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir; I believe that is correct. 

Senator Kerr. Your report was the result of your mathematical 
calculation with the elements of each project as you figured them in 
conformity with A-47 ? 

General Person. Yes, sir. And we have another one under (e), a 
project we did not recommend be modified, the St. Lucie Canal. Our 
report was unfavorable on the gr ounds that the damages were conse- 
quential. 

Another project is the Elm River Dam, S. Dak. The Chief of 
Engineers found that the project was not economically justified. 

Senator Hruska. That is the one which is in process now of review ¢ 

General Person. That is the one which Senator Case asked us to 
take a new look at. 

Senator Kerr. What is the basis of your finding there ¢ 

General Person. That the benefits did not equal the costs. 

Senator Kerr. Did that result in any meer reason of the direc- 
tive A-47? 

General Person. No, sir. 

Senator Hruska. That is all that I have. 

Senator Kerr. Senator Revercomb ? 

Senator Revercoms. This may require some repetition. On table 2, 
under item 2, “Project should not be authorized or requires modifi- 
cation.” 
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Senator Kerr. Which paragraph are you referring to? 

Senator Revercomn. I am referring to paragraph 2 under table 2: 
Item 2, table 2, “Project should not be authorized or requires modifi- 
cation.’ 

Have you stated all of those projects under the second column 
here, 4 (e)? What are those projects? 

General Person. Yes, sir. The St. Lucie Canal, Fla.; the Hall 
Meadow Brook Dam, Conn.: the East Branch Dam, Conn.: and Elm 
River Dam, S. Dak., plus those under 2 (b): Gilbert and Lone Rock 
Reservoirs, Ark. : and Bruces Eddy Reservoir, Idaho. 

Senator Revercoms. Those are all the items included under that? 

General Person. Yes, sir. 

Senator Revercoms. Thank you. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman, I have one more question, 

General Itschner, referring to page 46 of the bill, would that lan- 
guage as it is carried there, in lines 6 and 7, be retroactive? Let me 
point out it says: 
it is hereby provided that storage may also be included in any reservoir project 
surveyed, planned, constructed, or to be planned, surveyed, and/or constructed by 
the Corps of Engineers to impound water for present or anticipated future 
demand or need for municipal or industrial water. 

That is, would that prevent using waters in dams already constructed 
for municipal use ? 

Senator Kerr. It would permit it. 

General Irscuner. It would permit it whether they are built or 
not. 

Senator Casr. I am thinking of the application of the word “may”— 
whether that is future. 

General Irscuner. That gives the Corps of Engineers discretionary 
power to include it or not, depending on whether or not it is desirable. 

Senator Casr. Then, Mr. Chairman, what would be necessary for 
me to get a survey by the Corps to determine whether towns such as 
Miller, Redfield, and Sioux Falls, S. Dak., could be served with 
municipal water to be taken from, probably, the Oahe Reservoir? 

General Irscuner. Sir, if we could get a proposal from those towns 
to indicate how much water they want, I believe that we could prob- 
ably arrange for it without any authorizing legislation, if this legisla- 
tion is passed. 

Senator Casr. It will take a little planning because if you were 
going to reach the city of Sioux Falls, for instance, you would come 
by many towns which would probably want to be in on the project. 
But the feasibility would depend on what surveys would show as to 
elevation and where you man your canal or flumes, whichever you use. 

General Irscruner. That would be the responsibility of the people 
using the water to take the water right from the reservoir. We would 
sell them the water at the reservoir and they could deliver to whatever 
point they wanted for consumption. 

Senator Case. Under the authority of this proposed language you 
would have the authority to sell them water. 

General Irscuner. Strictly speaking, sir, we would sell ther: stor- 
age space in our reservoirs. 

Senator Casr. What about the construction of the works? 


89410—57——_5 
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General Irscuner. We would have authority to increase the size of 
the dam itself in order to make that storage available for water supply. 
We would not have authority to assist them in any way with their 
distribution works. 

Senator Case. I am just wondering, Mr. Chairman, if we ought not 
to have authority for the Corps to conduct feasible studies. The 
Bureau of Reclamation has similar authority. For example, I know 
on the Shade Hill Reservoir in South Dakota the city of Lemmon 
has contemplated getting municipal water from there, and the Bureau 
of Reclamation will furnish us an answer as to whether or not, it is a 
feasible thing to run water from the reservoir over to this town, which 
is 12 miles away. 

General Person. Senator, I would say if this legislation is enacted, 
that is in this bill, then in many cases of the type you refer to we 
would need no further authority. We would merely make an inex- 
pensive study based on a request by a town. In cases where a great 
deal of study was involved, or a study to amount to any amount of 
dollars, then based on this legislation, review authority would be very 
easy to get in aspecific case. 

Senator Case. I don’t think feasibility would require very much 
study. 

General Person. In most cases it wouldn’t. If a study requires an 
examination of additional structural work and additional land acqui- 
sition, then it might be that we would ask to get a resolution. 

General Itscuner. If it ever became a question of having to design 
their conduits and treatment plant and all that, in order to determine 
the price, we would not be able to do it nor should we do it. 

Senator Case. I think that the treatment plant should be left up to 
the city in most cases. They probably have treatment plants in most 
instances. 

General Irscuner. Even pumping plants, which might be necessary 
in some cases, should be a city responsibility. 

Senator Case. Through a great deal of the country these days we 
hear about cities running short of water. Municipal water is just 
about the highest—for domestic use—the highest use to which water 
can be put it seems tome. The volume of it isn’t so much as the essen- 
tiality of it. The study of maps and of your elevations can probably 
rather quickly determine the feasibility of a gravity flow project. 

Mr. Chairman, if there is sufficient authority and if this language 
provides it, that is fine. But I do want to get a determination of the 
feasibility of supplying muncipal water to such points as I mentioned, 
particularly to Redfield and Sioux Falls, out of the—— 

Senator Kerr. I would say to the Senator, as the author of this 
amendment, and to the personnel both in the Corps of Engineers and 
the Budget Bureau who cooperated in the formulation of the lan- 
guage, to make the provision applicable not only to future reservoirs 
but to existing reservoirs. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman, with that assurance I shall write a 
letter to the Corps of Engineers and request a report. 

Senator Kerr. But the thing about that is that that will be subse- 
quent to the passage of the legislation as worded. He doesn’t have 
that authority now. 

I believe the Senator from South Dakota was one of the persons 
to whom I talked about the matter. 
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Senator Casg. Yes. As a matter of fact I recall when we intro- 
duced a separate bill for this purpose, and we based it upon the idea 
that the Bureau of Reclamation 

Senator Kerr. And the introduction of that bill was what prompted 
the corps and then the Bureau of the Budget to study the matter to 
where this language generally was formulated. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman, forewarned is forearmed and I am 
passing along the notice to the Corps of Engineers that one of the very 
first projects I will expect them to undertake under the authority of 
this language if it becomes law is the survey to which I have alluded. 

General Irscuner. I think, sir, that we would have to have a reso- 
lution. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I hope I may have your support in 
getting up the resolution. 

Senator Kerr. Yes. 

Senator Casr. Thank you. 

Senator Kerr. If the committee members are agreeable, the remarks 
made here about General Pick should be copied and sent to his family 
together with a general statement for the committee consistent with 
the remarks that were made by the members of the committee. 

Senator Hruska. Do I have the chairman’s permission to add a 
paragraph or two to those statements ? 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 





SENATOR HrusKA COMMENTS ON GEN. Lewis A. Pick, DECEASED 


I should like to subseribe to the expressions of gratitude for the great and 
lasting works of Gen. Lewis A, Pick which have been made here this morning. 

General Pick meant a great deal to my city of Omaha and my State of 
Nebraska. He was appointed as Chief of Engineers of the Missouri River divi- 
sion of the Corps of Engineers in 1942 for the first time. He later returned to 
that post in 1945. 

The many distinguished wartime achievements which were his belong to 
another chapter, but in Nebraska we like to think of his part in the conceiving 
of the Pick-Sloan plan for the Missouri River. When he came back from the 
wars, he carried on this plan toward fulfillment. By the time he passed away, 
the main stem dams on the Missouri in Montana, North and South Dakota and 
Nebraska were near completion. Never again will the Missouri River Valley be 
threatened with the disaster of a basinwide flood such as happened on several 
occasions in very recent times. 

In 1949, General Pick was still with the Misouri River division when the very 
famed Operation Snowbound was organized and put into action, thus bringing 
relief to the citizens of the Great Plains and of the Rockies stranded by the 
great blizzard of that year. The people of Nebraska will always remember 
General Pick’s part in this campaign. 

In 1949 he was appointed Chief of Army Engineers, and Nebraska reluctantly 
saw him leave the Missouri River division, but was happy for the Army and for 
the Nation that he was selected to serve in that high and important office. 


THE CaRY-PIcK CoTyAGE, 
Auburn, Ala., March 8, 1957. 
DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR: I wish to thank the Pubhic Works Committee and you for 
sending me a copy of the remarks about my late husband, General Pick. I shall 
keep and cherish them always with my prized mementos of the general. I 
have much of which to be proud and this is not the least of these. 

He had the highest regard for your wonderful committee and its unselfish 
devotion to service for this fine country of ours and its glorious potentialities 
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as far as its water resources are concerned. He enjoyed and derived much 
satisfaction in working with you. 

May you continue in your noble service and wisdom in dealing with the prob- 
lems that ever confront you and may your efforts be crowned with success, 
This is my fond wish. 

Sincerely, 
ABIE CakRy PIckK, 
Mrs. Lewis A. Pick. 


Senator Kerr. I would greatly appreciate if you would make your 
contribution to what the staff will prepare as a statement for the com- 
mittee. 

We will recess until 10 o’clock Thursday morning. 

(Additional statements received are as follows :) 


GRAND Rapips, Micu., February 8, 1957. 
Hon. Patrick V. McNAMARA, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 


Michigan United Conservation Clubs, an organization of some 60,000, urge you 
oppose Bruces Eddy Dam in omnibus rivers-harbors bill. This bill ostensibly 
fiood-control bill, whereas the Clearwater has had only two floods since 1894, 
neither covering an area as large as proposed impoundment. Idaho Fish and 
Game Department investigation shows irreparable damage to fish, game, and 
timber will result if dam built. All conservation organization locally, State 
and National oppose inclusion of Bruces Eddy Dam in omnibus rivers-harbors 
dill, in majority. Urge your committee give every consideration to the report 
of the Federal Fish and Wildlife Service as applies to Bruces Eddy. Believe 
selfish interests have no right to exploit a great natural resource at the expense 
of taxpayers, particularly the taxpayers of Michigan. Are we going to continue 
piecemeal attrition of our great natural resources, and then one day find 
that they are gone like the carrier pigeon and the Mesabi Iron Range. Our non- 
renewable resources deserve every consideration. It is to be hoped that the 
Senate Public Works Committee assiduously weighs the material value of 
Bruces Eddy Dam against the moral and spiritual values. 

Dan RILEY, 
Chairman, Federal Legislative Committee, Michigan United Conserva- 
tion Clubs. 


PORTLAND, OreEG., February 4, 1957. 
Hon. RicHaArp L. NEUBERGER, 
United States Senator, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Re Yaquina Harbor improvement. On April 6, 1956, we advised the Board of 
Engineers for Rivers and Harbors that we expected to commence the construction 
of our pulp plant to be located near Juneau, Alaska, about July 1, 1959, and that 
completion was expected about July 1, 1961. We also advised that preliminary 
engineering had already been completed. Our plans for the Alaska pulp plant 
are proceeding according to this schedule. 

Ropert E. FLOWERREE, Jr., 
Vice President, Georgia Pacific Corp. 


- Crry or ToRRINGTON, FLoop AND Erosion ContTrROL BOARD, 
Torrington, Conn., January 31, 1957. 
Re hearing dry dams for Torrington February 4, 1957. 
Hon. WiLLiAM A. PURTELL, 
United States Senator, 
Senaie Ofice Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR PuRTELL: The City of Torrington Flood and Erosion Control 
Board, at a meeting yesterday, discussed the hearing which is scheduled to be 
held in Washington on Monday, February 4, 1957, for our congressional legis- 
lators, on the dry reservoirs above Torrington on the east and west branches of 
the Naugatuck River. 
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The flood board is greatly concerned over the construction of these two dams 
which are vitally needed for the future protection of the city of Torrington and 
communities downstream. 

You are most earnestly requested to give your personal support to bring about 
the desired outcome of this hearing on Monday. The board expresses its 
gratitude for your splendid cooperation and its deep appreciation for your con- 
tinued assistance in this most important matter. We are counting on you to 
bring this hearing to a successful conclusion. 

Very truly yours, 
CHesrer W. Moore, Chairman. 


TORRINGTON, CONN., February 8, 1957. 
Senator WILLIAM PURTELL, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Am opposed dry dams, Hall Meadow Newfield sections, Torrington. Reasons: 
hardships, economic loss, absents real need, since widening river, deepening 
channel, and dykes. Don’t believe freak storm flood will reoccur. Torrington 
people have no fear. File Senator Kerr committee. Hearing today. Strongly 
urge hold public hearing in city Torrington. 

Mr. and Mrs, JOSEPH RICCARDONE. 


Torrineton, Conn., February 8, 1957. 
Senator WILLIAM PURTELL, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Taxpayers League of Torrington strongly protest, oppose dry dams Hall 
Meadow Newfield sections, central business district flooded by breaking reservoirs, 
not by heavy rainfall. Dry dams will not prevent reoccurrence if reservoirs 
break again. Dry dam placed on wrong stream, gross extravagent waste public 
funds. Request hearing here Torrington. Fifth step procedure. 


THE TAXPAYERS LEAGUE OF TORRINGTON, CONN. 





TORRINGTON, CONN., February 8, 1957. 
Senator WILLIAM PURTELL, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


Corporation opposes proposed dry dams Torrington. Motives proponents highly 
suspect. Business, industry, residence evidenced intent remain immediately 
after flood. Dry dams proposed months later by commissions, boards composed 
mostly vested interests. Need not genuine. Future uses for water storage, etc., 
submitted by proponents at hearing, Waterbury, December “cats out of bag.” 

SoutH CENTRAL PROPERTY OWNERS’ PROTECTIVE ASSOCIATION, INC. 
CHARLES W. Foster, Secretary. 


TORRINGTON, Conn., February 2, 1957. 
Senator WILLIAM PURTELL, 
Washington, D. C.: 


Am opposed Dry Dams Hall Meadow Newfield sections, Torrington. Reasons: 
Hardship, ineffectual waste of public funds. Seek your support, please file at 
subcommittee hearing, Chairman Robert Kerr. 

Leon MEYER, 
Newfield, Bow 1386. 


TORRINGTON, CoNN., February 2, 1957. 
Senator WILLIAM PURTELL, 
Washington, D. C.: : 
Am opposed Dry Dams Hall Meadow Newfield sections, Torrington. Reasons: 
Hardship economic loss, absence real need since widening river, deepening chan- 
nel and dikes, don’t believe freak storm flood will reoccur. Torrington people 
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have no fear. I petition your support. Please file with Senate subcommittee 
hearing Monday, Chairman Kerr. 


NICHOLAS ZAMPAGLIONE. 


Sport FisHine INSTITUTE, 
Washington, D. O., February 1, 1957. 
Hon. Rosert S. Kerr, 
Chairman, Subcommittee, Flood Control, Rivers and Harbors, 
Senate Committee on Public Works, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN Kerr: Reference is made to bill 8. 497. 

When hearings are held on this bill, particularly dealing with page 43, be- 
ginning line 3, namely the Bruces Eddy Dam, the Sport Fishing Institute would 
like to be notified for the purpose of presenting a statement in opposition. 

You will recall that we submitted a statement in the testimony during the 
84h Congress, 2d session, expressing our concern over the construction of this 
high dam on the Clearwater River. This dam will stop the migration of 
anadromous fishes, such as the steelhead. 

It will be appreciated if we can be afforded the opportunity to present testi- 
mony during this session. 

Sincere best wishes, 
E. A. SEAMAN, Heecutive Secretary. 





UNITED STATES SENATE, 
Washington, D. C., February 1, 1957. 
Hon. Rosert S. Kerr, 
Senate Public Works Comniittee, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 


DEAR SENATOR: I have been advised that your committee will hold hearings on 
S. 497 on February 4. This bill authorizes the construction, repair, and preser- 
vation of certain public works on rivers and harbors for navigation, flood control, 
and for other purposes. 

On page 38 of the bill, 8. 497, it calls for the authorization of the project for the 
upper Wabash River and tributaries, Indiana. 

I am extremely interested in this project and would deeply appreciate your 
making the attached statement a part of your hearings on this bill. 

Regards. 

Sincerely, 
Homer E. CAPEHART. 


STATEMENT By SENATOR HOMER FE. CAPEHART IN SUPPORT OF THE UPPER WABASH 
THREE-RESERVOIR FLOOD-CONTROL PROJECT (8S. 497) 


On July 17, 1956, I submitted a statement to this committee in support of the 
upper Wabash three-reservoir flood-control project (Corps of Engineers Dept. 
No. 824.04, Wabash River and Tributaries, at and Above the Mouth of the White 
River, Ind). 

This project has been cleared by the Bureau of the Budget and has received 
favorable consideration by the Corps of Engineers. 

This will reaffirm my position in support of this project and to request this 
committee to give favorable consideration to its authorization. 

The minor flood at Peru, Ind., during the middle of January of this year, caused 
by a quick rise in the Wabash River, would not have happened if the reservoirs 
were in place. That important city was severely handicapped when the brief 
flood disabled its powerplant. Factories were closed. Parts manufacture for 
Ford Motor Co. at one plant there was forced to a halt. House heating and 
refrigeration units were stopped from functioning. This is just an example of 
what may be expected on a far greater scale if a major flood hit that region. 

The above facts further strengthen my belief that this project is extremely 
worth while. 
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TORRINGTON, CoNN., February 2, 1957. 
Senator Prescorr Bus#, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Please strenuously oppose Bruces Eddy Dam amendment of the omnibus bill 
(8S. 497). Wildlife and biological studies are incomplete at this date concern- 
ing effect Bruces Eddy Dam will have on elk, deer, salmon, and other wildlife. 

Epwarp L. JENKINS, 
National Wildlife Representative, State of Connecticut. 





CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., February 4, 1957. 
Hon. Roserr S. Kerr, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. OC. 


Dear Mr. Kerk: Because your Subcommittee on Flood Control—Rivers and 
Harbors, of the Committee on Public Works, is now hearing testimony relative 
to S. 497, the proposed Flood Control Act of 1957, I would like to make known 
my support of that portion of the bill referring to flood protection on the Eau 
Galle River at Spring Valley, Wis. 

Since there is no conflict insofar as this particular part of the overall measure 
is concerned, I understand that no witnesses will be called or heard by your 
subcommittee in regard to the Hau Galle project. However, I am so convinced 
of the need for this protection by residents of Spring Valley and Elmwood that 
I do not wish to overlook any opportunity to support this project. Just last year 
spring floods rushed through the town with damages in the village and sur- 
rounding countryside estimated at $100,000. Flood records date back as far 
as 1894. Two serious floods hit in 1942 with one in September almost wiping out 
the town, causing several deaths and $6 million in damages. In this flood, waves 
9 feet above the. main business street swept through the town. Six years later 
the community’s rebuilding efforts had succeeded so well that Spring Valley 
won an award as one of the Nation’s cleanest communities. 

It should be noted that the community is anxious for Federal action, and has 
agreed to purchase the land for the reservoir and met fully all requirements of 
the Army engineers. At the time full hearings were held before the House Public 
Works Committee, more than 1,000 signatures on petitions supporting the project 
were received by me. 

Your consideration of the measure is sincerely appreciated. All parties had 
fully cleared this project, but it was unfortunately vetoed with the uncleared 
projects. 

Sincerely yours, 
LESTER JOHNSON. 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
Washington, D. C., January 31, 1957. 
Hon. Rowerr S. KERR, 
Chairman, Subcomimitice on Rivers, Harbors, and Flood Control, Committee 
on Public Works, United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: I respectfully urge your subcommittee to include au- 
thorization in S. 497 of projects for protection against destructive floods and high 
water level along the shores of Lake Erie, in accordance with the recommenda- 
tions of the Chief of Engineers in House Document No. 424, 88d Congress. 

Both of these projects are on the west shore of Lake Erie, in Monroe County, 
Mich. They are located at communities known as Lakewood-Luna Pier and 
Detroit Beach—Woodland Beach, each of which comprises approximately 500 
homes. 

In Mareh 1952, those communities were devastated by floods caused by the 
high level of Lake Erie and strong northeasterly winds. At that time, Lake Erie 
reached its highest level of record. Damage at both points exceeded a half 
million dollars. Detroit Beach was devastated by repeated floods, the worst 
of which occurred on the above date when the lake level reached a high of 576.97, 
destroying most existing seawalls, flooding residential areas which housed 
hundreds of citizens, and causing an estimated $400,000 in damage to this beach 
alone. 
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The reason for this record high level of Lake Erie is due to more than just 
natural causes. May I cite particularly the deepening of the St. Clair and 
Detroit River channels as at least one of those causative factors, thus placing 
at. least a share of the responsibility on the Federal Government as the approv- 
ing agency for the deepening of these channels. 

The lake level now is higher than recorded on a corresponding date in 1952. 
On December 29, 1954, Detroit Beach was again subjected to a storm of a severity, 
but not duration, equal to that of March 1942, during which the level of Lake 
Erie rose to within 2 inches of that of March 1952. The structures along the 
beachline were weakened and battered beyond repair, three major breakthroughs 
developed, and that area is now largely at the mercy of the lake should any storm 
of even moderate intensity develop. 

I enclose a copy of my bill, S. 825, designed to produce the necessary author- 
ization for these projects. It is my earnest hope your subcommittee will include 
this legislation in S. 497, the omnibus rivers, harbors, and flood-control bill pres- 
ently under consideration. 

Sincerely yours, 
CHARLES E. POTTER. 


[S. 825, 85th Cong., 1st sess.) 


A BILL To permit the construction of certain public works on the Great Lakes for flood 
control, and for protection from high water levels, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 1 of the Act entitled “An Act 
authorizing the construction of certain public works on rivers and harbors for 
flood control, and for other purposes”, approved June 22, 1936, as amended (33 
U.S8.C., sec. 71a), is amended to read as follows: 

“SECTION 1, (a) It is recognized that destructive floods and high water level 
upon and along the rivers and other inland waterways of the United States, 
upsetting orderly processes and causing loss of life and property, including 
damage to lands and structures thereon, by erosion and inundation because of, 
or aggravated by, wind, waves, or changing water levels, and impairing and 
obstructing navigation, highways, railroads, and other channels of commerce 
between the States, constitute a menace to national welfare; that it is the sense 
of Congress that flood control on such rivers and inland waterways is a proper 
activity of the Federal Government in cooperation with States, their political 
subdivisions, and localities thereof; that investigations and improvements of 
such rivers and inland waterways, including watersheds thereof, for flood-control 
purposes are in the interest of the general welfare; that the Federal Govern- 
ment should improve or participate in the improvement of such rivers and inland 
waterways, including watersheds thereof, for flood-control purposes if the benefits 
to whomsoever they may accrue are in excess of the estimated costs, and if the 
lives and social security of people are otherwise adversely affected. 

“(b) As used in this Act the term ‘waterways’, the term ‘inland waterways’, 
and the term ‘navigable waters’, shall include the Great Lakes.” 

Sec. 2. The projects for protection of areas along the shores of Lake Erie are 
hereby authorized substantially in accordance with the recommendations of the 
Chief of Engineers in House Document Numbered 424, Eighty-third Congress, 
at an estimated cost of $1,900,000. 





Unirep States SENATE, 
Washington, D. C., January 30, 1957. 
Hon. Rogert S. Kerr, 
Chairman, Subcommittce on Rivers, Harbors, and Flood Control, Commit- 
tee on Public Works. United States Senate, Washington, D. OC. 

My Dear Mr. CnatrMan: I am writing with regard to construction of a harbor 
of refuge at Port Austin, Mich. 

This project was authorized by the River and Harbor Act approved March 2, 
1945 (H. Doc. 446, 78th Cong., 2d sess.). Original plans submitted by the Corps 
of Engineers provided for an arrowhead-type breakwater system with a dredged 
area of approximately 12 acres. 

Subsequently, the hydrology laboratory of the University of Michigan, in con- 
junction with the Corps of Engineers, developed improved plans for the harbor 
which, although requiring a dredged area of approximately 27 acres, is less costly 
than the originally planned harbor. 
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Survey, model testing, and engineering approved by the corps demonstrated 
that the new design was superior to the original plan and would provide a bigger 
harbor, 2 more efficient harbor, and a less costly harbor. These salutary effects 
were achieved by varying the original number of breakwaters and the design 
thereof, and by varying the materials to be used in the construction of the break- 
waters. These changes logically dictate a commensurate variation in the size, 
location, and layout of the inner harbor basin. 

The Chief of Engineers has now recommended construction of the harbor in 
line with the plans of the new and superior type harbor developed by the corps 
and the University of Michigan, but has reduced the size of the dredged area 
solely on the unfounded position that Congress dictated an unchangeable area 
to be dredged as part of the inner harbor basin. 

House Document 446 reveals quite clearly Congress intended that the Chief 
of Engineers should have discretion as to any necessary modifications. It is most 
inconsistent to accept the modifications incorporated in the new design while 
holding inviolate the dredged acreage contemplated in the old design which will 
nullify the desirable features of the new design. 

I have today introduced an amendment to 8. 497, 85th Congress, as follows: 

“On page 11, between lines 15 and 16, insert the following new section: 

“Sec. 108. The project for establishing harbors of refuge on the coasts of the 
Great Lakes, authorized in the Act entitled ‘An Act authorizing the construction, 
repair, and preservation of certain public works on rivers and harbors, and for 
other purposes,’ approved March 2, 1945 (59 Stat. 10), in accordance with the 
recommendations of the Chief of Engineers in House Document Numbered 446, 
Seventy-eighth Congress, is modified in order to authorize twenty-seven acres cf 
dredging for the harbor at Port Austin, Michigan.” 

I respectfully urge your subcommittee to give favorable consideration to my 
amendment in order that construction of Port Austin may be completed with a 
dredged area of 27 acres, without which the necessary and desirable features of 
the new design for the harbor will be nullified. 

Sincerely yours, 
CHARLES BH. POTTER. 


(Whereupon, at 12:32 p. m., the hearing was adjourned, to recon- 
vene Thursday, February 7, 1957, at 10 a. m.) 
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THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 7, 1957 


Unirtep Srates SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
SuBpcoMMITTEE ON FLoop Conrroi-Rivers AnD Harsors, 


Washington, D.C. 


The subcommittee met at 2 p. m., in room 412, Senate Office Build- 
ing, the Honorable Robert S. Kerr (chairman of the subcommittee), 
presiding. 

Present: Senators Gore, Scott, Neuberger, Carroll, Case, Kuchel, 
Hruska, and Martin. 

Also present : Senators Dworshak and Cooper. 

Senator Kerr. The committee will come to order. 

There will be inserted in the record at this point a letter dated Feb- 
ruary 6 from Senator Jackson enclosing several telegrams. 

(The above-mentioned letter is as follows:) 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
February 6, 1957. 
Senator Rosert Kerr, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Flood Control, Rivers and Harbors, 
Committee on Public Works, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 
My Dear SENATOR: I am enclosing several telegrams I have received in opposi- 
tion to the inclusion of Bruces Eddy Dam in the omnibus bill. 
I should appreciate your including them in the record. 
Warmest personal regards. 
Sincerely yours, 
Henry M. Jackson, United States Senator. 


CHENEY, WASH., February 2, 1957. 
Senator Henry M. JACKSON, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Referring to Senate bill 497 will appreciate your help in deleting the Bruce’s 
Eddy Dam from the bill until Fish and Wildlife Service and Idaho Fish and 
Game Department have had time to complete their surveys, we are not opposed 
to dam. However a dam of the height proposed for Bruce’s Eddy would com- 
pletely plug this branch of the Clearwater River to migratory fish and cause one 
of the main industries of Washington to suffer. Let’s not completely write off 
the Columbia for fish producing purposes. 

FRANK S. DUNKER, 
Washington Federation Representative. 


SEATTLE, WASH., February 4, 1957. 
Senator HENRY JACKSON, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Seattle Audubon Society strongly opposes Bruce’s Eddy project, North Fork 
Clearwater River, Idaho, in omnibus Senate bill 497 on rivers, harbors, and flood 
control. It would destroy irreplaceable wilderness area of historic and wildlife 
value that can never be replaced. 

Mrs. NEIt Hate, Conservation Chairman. 
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SEATTLE, WASH., February 4, 1957. 
Senator Henry JACKSON, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

The Mountaineers with over 3,500 members officially opposes and protests the 
inclusion of Bruce’s Eddy Dam in omnibus Senate 497 now before Committee on 
Public Works. Please make our position known to the eommittee. 

PAuL W. WISEMAN, President, The Mountaineers. 


SEATTLE, WASH., February 4, 1957. 
Senator Henry M. JACKSON, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Protest inclusion of Bruces Eddy Dam in omnibus bill 8. 497. Urge delay until 
fish and wildlife studies now in progress are completed. Dam would provide 
questionable flood control; threaten 60 percent salmon run; destroy 50 miles elk 
winter range. 

P. D. GoLpSworTHy, 
Pacific Northwest Chapter, Sierra Club. 


ELLENSBURG, WASH., February 8, 1957. 
HENRY M. JACKSON, 
Senate Office Building: 

Sportsmen here protest strongly inclusion Bruces Eddy and Penny Cliffs Dams, 
Idaho, and 8S. 497: Corps of Army Engineers misrepresenting recreational and 
wildlife values. Urge official report Fish and Wildlife Service in tristate fish and 
game department be heard. 

W. S. VICKERMAN, 
First Vice President, Washington State Sportsmen Council. 


SPOKANE, WASH., February 2, 1957. 
Senator HENRY JACKSON, 
Washington, D. C.: 
We most urgently request that you support removal! of Bruces Eddy Dam from 
omnibus bill 8. 497. Representing all 5 sports clubs, district 18, Spokane County. 
KE. C. YARWoop, 
Director of Washington States Sports Council. 


Senator Kerr. There will be incorporated into the record at this 
point a telegram from H. K. Thatcher, of the Ouachita River Valley 
Association ; a letter from Senator Wayne Morse; a statement of Sen- 
ator Wallace F. Bennett; a letter from Senator Mike Mansfield; a 
statement of Representative William H. Natcher; and a statement of 
Representative James T. Patterson. 

(The prepared statements referred to are as follows:) 


CAMDEN, ARK., February 7, 1957. 
Senator Rosert S. Kerr, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

This is to advise that the Arkansas Legislature has before it a vehicular bill 
to provide tor the tormation of water districts in Arkansas through which the 
Corps of Engineers can deal in the sale and transportation of water stored in 
Government-built reservoirs and assigned specifically to municipal and indus- 
trial purposes. This bill should become law in a matter of weeks and will have 
particular reference to the DeGray, Benton, and Murfreesboro Dams in the 
Ouachita River Basin and the dams in the Millwood area on the Red River. 
Would appreciate getting this information read into the hearings on omnibus bill. 

H. K. THATCHER, 
Ouachita River Valley Association. 
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UNITED StTaTEs SENATE, 
SELECT COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS, 
February 7, 1957. 
Hon, Ropert Kerr, 
Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors, 
Committee on Public Works, United States Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR: I am submitting this letter to the subcommittee in order to 
record my opposition to the present authorization of the Bruces Eddy project 
in the omnibus rivers and harbors bill (8. 497). 

This project would be on the Clearwater River, a tributary of the Snake River, 
which in turn is the largest tributary of the Columbia River. 

As the members of the committee are aware, I am a vigorous advocate of full 
multipurpose development of the Columbia Basin. This means that multipurpose 
projects should be undertaken and constructed which are most economic and 
productive and contribute most to orderly development of the basin. This also 
means that the benefits of each project should be weighed against any damage 
to a competing use. 

Bruces Eddy is not the next logical multipurpose dam start in the Columbia 
Basin. At least two other dams, opposed by advocates of Bruces Eddy, would 
make a far greater contribution to basin, regional, and State development. So, 
for example, the administration, which supports Bruces Eddy, has refused to 
recommend appropriations for John Day Dam, a mammoth power producer ready 
for the start of construction. 

Helis Canyon Dam would produce more power and store more water for both 
power and flood control than Bruces Eddy. lh addition, high Hells Canyon 
would not imperil any fish or wildlife. To the contrary, it would develop, as 
a magnificent outdoor recreational area, a region that is now inaccessible. 

In contrast, Bruces Eddy imperils the future of the largest elk herd in the 
country, a magnificent wilderness area, and commercial and sport fish runs of 
immense value,. both tangible and intangible. These irreplaceable outdoor 
blessings should not be sacrificed for a dam which is not a logical new start. 

Last year, my colleague, Senator Neuberger, and I opposed the present author- 
ization of Bruces Eddy. Now we are joined by the newly elected Senator from 
Idaho, Mr. Church. As he so ably pointed out, the authorization of Bruces 
Eddy would be premature, lacking the formal report on fish and wildlife impact 
required by the Coordination Act. As a matter of reason and logic, it would be 
premature, to say the least, to consider authorization until the full facts are 
ascertained in an objective study. Such a study was directed by Congress. 
Congress should wait for the results before proceeding with further considera- 
tion of the project. 

A strange authorization: The authorization contained in the bill is peculiar, 
to say the least. The bill authorizes “partial” construction as a Federal project. 
The President’s budget message of this year and last proposes this project for 
so-called partnership with a private utility (message, M-—53). The “partner” 
would be a combine which has continued to seek exemption from the Public 
Utilities Holding Company Act over the objection of the SEC. 

What is Congress doing “authorizing” about one-fifth of a Federal dam? 
Surely it cannot be built under this authorization, 

If this is a prelude to so-called partnership its sponsors should candidly 
admit it and let the proposal be considered on its merits. 

This indirection and vagueness indicates the desire to have the taxpayers 
foot the bill for planning the project (when Government planning engineers 
are in short supply) and then attempt to turn over the fruits of these efforts to a 
private utility combine after a drive for partnership authorization. 

Partnership was rejected by the people of the Pacific Northwest this past 
year. Il urge you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, not to push 
this partnership camel’s nose under the tent flap. It will be most unwelcome in 
the Columbia Basin and lead to waste of money, effort, and time. 

We have too great a need for solid accomplishment in meeting our power, 
flood control, navigation, irrigation, and recreation problems without one-fifth 
authorization of a dam with a dubious past and a questionable future. 

I ask that this letter be made a part of the printed record of hearings. 

Sincerely, 
WAYNE Morse, Senator from Oregon. 
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STATEMENT oF Hon. WALLACE F. BENNETT, A UNITED STATES SENATOR FrRoM UTAH 


I am happy to be able to fully endorse that portion of the omnibus public works 
bill, 8. 497, which would authorize flood-control improvements along the Weber 
and Ogden Rivers in Utah. The omnibus bill incorporates my bill, S. 3, for 
flood-control improvements on the Weber and Ogden Rivers, An earlier identical 
bill, S. 722, which I offered in 1955 was included in the omnibus public works 
bill, H. R. 12080, as it passed the Senate and House in 1956 and was also approved 
by all of the executive agencies including the Bureau of the Budget. Unfortu- 
nately, other projects which had not been investigated by the Bureau of the 
Budget were included in H. R. 12080 and it was therefore vetoed by the President. 


NEED FOR THE PROJECT 


The year 1952 saw a severe flood pour down the Weber and Ogden Rivers 
inundating and severely damaging 1,200 acres of key residential, business, indus- 
trial and manufacturing property in the city of Ogden, while at the same time 
washing out one transcontinental highway artery in several places and flooding 
another, as well as fiooding strategic railroads and the Ogden railroad yards; 
20,000 acres of improved agricultural lands were damaged and 100 acres of 
important residential and business land in Morgan were flooded. 

The Corps'of Engineers estimates, I believe conservatively, that unless pro- 
tective measures are taken, flood damage will average $264,000 each year. 


NATURE OF THE PROJECT 


The Army Corps of Engineers proposes in the flood-control plan to operate 
several existing and authorized projects for flood control including Echo, Wan- 
ship, Pineview, Lost Creek, and East Canyon Creek Reservoirs as well as the 
Willard Bay diversion canal. I have been assured that the present contemplated 
uses of these structures will not be jeopardized or harmed in any way by operat- 
ing them for flood-control purposes together with their original purposes. 

Channel improvements will be made where necessary on the Weber River 
between Morgan and the mouth of the Ogden River. These improvements will 
consist of about 5 miles of low disconnected levees; rock revetment where 
required to prevent bank erosion; about 12 miles of clearing and snagging; and 
channel enlargement in Ogden by raising the banks, removing the Hooper and 
Plain City diversion dams, and deepening the channel after removal of the 
dams. 

The plan will afford protection from floods downstream from the Echo Reser- 
voir on the Weber River, and from Pineview Reservoir on the Ogden River 
from all floods with an indicated frequency of occurrence of once in 50 years in 
rural areas and once in 100 years in urban areas. 


COST OF THE PROJECT 


The estimated first cost of the channel improvements is $635,000 of which 
$500,000 would be provided by the Federal Government and $115,000 by the local 
interests. The estimated annual charges after completion will be $40,000, of 
which $15,800 is Federal and $24,200 will be locally provided. 

This cost is more than justified when compared to the estimated annual bene- 
fits from the project of $242,000, particularly when it is realized that the 1952 
flood causing better than $1,600,000 in damages would have been largely pre- 
vented if this project had been in existence. 


LOCAL COOPERATION PLEDGED 


Both Weber and Morgan Counties which are principally involved in this 
project have pledged their fullest cooperation in assuming the local portions 
of the project operation and cost. The State of Utah wholeheartedly supports 
the project, feeling that nothing but good can come from its approval. The only 
reservation the State had concerned the fear that fishing might be damaged. 
However, the Corps of Engineers has assured the State that developments on 
the project will be coordinated with the Utah Fish and Game Commission so 
as to minimize any harmful effects the construction may have on the fishery 
resources, so the only problem has been removed. 
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HISTORY OF THE PROJECT 


A survey of the Bonneville Basin was authorized in 1938 and included the 
Weber and Ogden Rivers. A report was completed by the Army Corps of Engi- 
neers in June of 1954, and I introduced a bill, 8. 3607, embodying the corps’ 
recommendations. Unfortunately, it was too late for the bill to be included 
in the omnibus flood-control bill of 1954, since the final report by the corps was 
not submitted to Congress until May 9, 1955. 

In January of 1955, at the beginning of the new Congress, I reintroduced 
my bill, now 8S. 722, which was followed by H. R. 4262 introduced by Congress- 
man Dixon in February of the same year. 





UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
February 5, 1957. 
Senator Rospert 8S. Kerr, 
Chairman, Rivers and Harbors Subcommittee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR: We respectfully urge you and other members of the Rivers 
and Harbors Subcommittee to delete from S. 497, the omnibus rivers and harbors 
bill, authorization of the Bruces Eddy Dam project. 

We do so for the following reasons: 

1. Public money has been appropriated for a study of the effect of this pro- 
posed dam on fish and wildlife resources. The results of this study, as yet 
incomplete, may well be important for the Congress, which is charged with the 
careful husbandry of our natural resources, to consider before taking action. 

2. Available information on the effect of this dam on wildlife resources indi- 
‘ates that the waters from this dam would inundate choice feeding grounds of 
tens of thousands of game animals, and destroy the spawning grounds of a great 
number of steelhead trout and also, possibly, salmon. 

3. Bruces Eddy is not one of the main control plan projects. It has been 
advanced this time, in our opinion, to divert attention from the administration’s 
failure to proceed with big. main-control projects, such as Hells Canyon Dam. 
There is an obvious attempt to start a number of small dams, which can be han- 
dled by private utilities in most instances and which may result, as in the Hells 
Canyon case, in underdevelopment of resources. 

Sincerely yours, 
JAMES BE. Murray, United States Senator. 
MIKE MANSFIELD, United States Senator. 





STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE WILLIAM H. NATCHER, SECOND DISTRICT OF 
KENTUCKY 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, for the record my name is 
William H. Natcher, Representative of the Second District of Kentucky. I sin- 
cerely appreciate the opportunity to discuss with you a matter which is of vital 
concern not only to Kentucky but to all of our States. The subject to which I 
refer is low-flow legislation. 

On January 3, 1957, I introduced in the House of Representatives bills provid- 
ing for a more comprehensive development and utilization of natural water re- 
sources in plans and construction of reservoir projects, these two bills being 
H. R. 350 and H. R. 847. My. primary concern is the enactment of legislation 
providing for low-flow regulation. Regardless of whether this legislation comes 
through passage of one of my bills or by incorporation in the rivers and harbors 
and beach erosion omnibus bill now pending before your committee is incon- 
sequential. 

The necessity of low-flow regulation is obvious because we look to the rivers 
more and more for services. Our expanding population and new uses fo: water 
determine that it is to the best interests of general welfare and national security 
that legislation be enacted to increase low stream flows. 

With an adequate flow, navigation stages are more economically maintained, 
the recreational values of the streams and rivers are expanded, and measures 
to abate pollution are simpler and more effective. By far the most important 
justification of low-flow legislation is the ability rendered to control the water 
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temperature which has an important effect on the recreational and industrial 
use of water and on bacterial pollution. 

The daily use of water, industrial and private, amounts to approximately 
200 billion gallons. The steel industry alone uses around 4 trillion gallons of 
water annually. The population of the United States consists of 165 million 
people, and the average daily consumption of water from publie supplies is 150 
gallons per capita or 17 billion collectively. Actually the rainfall would provide 
an adequate supply in most sections of the country if the ground acted as a reser- 
voir which it could do had not the topsoil washed away. Erosion has made water 
supply a serious problem, and drastic steps must be taken now to conserve any 
excess rainfall. A conservative estimate is that the population of the United 
States will be 207 million people in 1975. Approximately 149 million people 
will be served by public water systems, andthe average daily consumption will 
be around 200 gallons per capita. In 20 years the public water supplies will be 
expected to furnish 30 billion gallons annually, or 75 percent more than present 
use. 

In 1953, 25 percent of the population served by public water systems had 
their supply curtailed. One thousand and seventy-two municipalities restricted 
the use of water; the conditions contributing to the shortage were population 
growth, increased seasonal use, increased industrial use, and supply failure. 
This shortage would have been much more acute if it had not been for the 
Army engineers dams. For example, the incompleted chain of navigation and 
flood control dams provided 75 to 90 percent of the flows in the reaches of the 
Mississippi-Missouri-Ohio River systems. 

Important in peace and war is the establishment of low-cost water trans- 
portat‘on. Additional reservoir storage will permit greater flexibility of opera- 
tions during summer drouzhts and war emergencies, and will serve the orderly 
progressive expansion of industrialization. Low-cost transportation on water 
will enable products to move from the mines, forests, and farms to the consumers 
over a widespread area. Low-cost transportation will mean lower prices for 
the consumer on semifinished and finished products. 

The change in the American way of life is responsible for the increased need 
for recreational facilities. The yearly vacation with pay, shorter workweek, 
and retirement with benefits have enhanced the recreational value of water. 
Commercial and sport fishing is a multimillion dollar industry, as demonstrated 
by the fact that in the 10-year period, 1944-45 to 1954-55, the number of fish- 
ing licenses issued increased by 11 million. Low streamflows play an important 
role in the conservation of fish and wildlife through the regulation of the water 
level and abatement of poilution. 

The ahatement of pollution is beneficial to more than wildlife. These reser- 
voirs contribute toward a lessening of hardness and acidity problems and to 
diluting the organic wastes and organic waste residuals where concentration 
is critical. The fact that water would no longer stagnate due to the regulation 
of low water flows would be helpful to many types of health and sanitation 
problems. 

The control of water temperature through the regulation of low water 
fiows is of the utmost importance to industry. Many rural areas have been 
industrialized for this very reason, and the standard of living has been raised 
The type of industralization, of course, depends on the natural resources found 
in the vicinity. Most of the machinery has water-cooled systems, and it is im- 
possible for them to operate if the water is stagnant and hot. The growing im- 
portance of cool, pure water is exemplified by the construction of thermal-elec- 
tric stations in connection with atomic energy plants, which are, obviously, of 
such vital importance to our national defense. Low-flow regulation is close- 
ly related to reservoir e%octs in controlling floods downsiream. By combining 
in one dam water-supply storage with storage for other purposes, savings for 
each purpose result. The reservoirs built to accomplish low-flow regulation are 
large enough to contain all of the rainfall in flood season, and they prevent all 
of the damage the water and silt do when the floods are unchecked. 

Under the present law, water supply storage is recommended by the Corps 
of Engineers if there is an immediate need for water and the local interests are 
willing to bear the costs. Under another act, the Corps of Engineers is given 
the authority to provide water storage in reservoirs already authorized but 
not constructed if the local interests will pay the increased costs caused by 
including water supply in the project. A third law allows the Corps of En- 
gineers to sell any reservoir space for water supply storage which is superfluous. 
None of these laws are in the least satisfactory in planning for the future. 
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The Army engineers must be given the opportunity to incorporate storage 
for low-flow augmentation in order to provide for the best development of the 
Nation’s water resources. By correcting the present situation under which 
projects are planned, authorized, and constructed, we can properly provide for 
present or future needs and take fuil advantage of the potentiality of the stream- 
flow through a comprehensive, integrated program. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you for your kindness in permitting me to 
state my position on low-flow legislation, and I sincerely hope that necessary 
legislation pertaining to this matter is adopted during the present session of 
Congress. 


STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE JAMES T. PATTERSON, REPRESENTATIVE FROM THE 
STATE OF CONNECTICUT 


Mr. Patrerson. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, today it is my 
privilege and duty as the Representative of the Fifth Congressional District of 
Connecticut to briefly describe to you not only the terrible devastation inflicted 
by the floods of 1955 upon those whom I represent in the Congress, but also 
stress the immediate need for measures to prevent future flood disasters of a 
similar nature. 

On August 19, 1955, with no warning, the angry waters of the Naugatuck, 
Farmington, Housatonic, and Mad Rivers and their tributaries descended upon 
our valley, sweeping human life and property to destruction. Seventy-seven 
persons drowned in that terrible flood and property damage was approximately 
$100 million in my congressional district. 

With no flood insurance on their property, many people helplessly watched the 
work of a lifetime float down the turbulent rivers. Adding to the miserable 
situation, numerous factories were badly devastated and some were completely 
destroyed. Thus many of our industrial workers lost not only their homes, 
but their source of livelihood as well. Many small-business men lost their 
independent establishments, which are the backbone of American free enter- 
prise ; many dairy farmers lost their feed crops and cattle. 

It is almost impossible to have the slightest conception of a situation like this 
unless you have actually been there and witnessed it. I know in the past, like 
many other Members of Congress, I didn’t realize the devastation that can be 
eaused by flood until it hit right in my own backyard. At the present time in 
my district, the people are living under terrible fear of another catastrophe. 
This is a terrible way to live. 

In order to prevent future flood disasters, I earnestly urge you gentlemen 
to give favorable consideration to the recommendations of the Army Corps 
of Engineers for flood protection for Torrington and Winsted, Conn. 

These plans and specifications for flood control were, after careful study, 
submitted by the very able and distinguished New England division engineer, 
Brig. Gen. Robert J. Fleming. At this point I consider it only appropriate to 
recall that General Fleming has become well known and highly respected 
throughout all New England for his great engineering work done in the after- 
math of two successive flood disasters of August and October 1955. He will be 
long remembered and deeply appreciated in New England. 

I am completely in accord with the engineering reports and recommendations 
submitted by the Army Corps of Dngineers concerning the engineering feasibil- 
ity and economic justifications relative to the proposed construction of a $5,820,- 
000 flood-control dam and reservoir on the Mad River at Winsted and the recom- 
mended construction of two dams, Hall Meadow Brook and East Branch above 
Torrington at a total estimated cost of $5,090,000. These three dry dams will 
substantially reduce the flood hazards in these enterprising communities and 
afford protection to communities downstream by materially reducing the flood 
heights. 

My one and only objection to the proposals submitted here today is the recom- 
mendation of the Bureau of the Budget that the 2 Connecticut communities, 
Torrington and Winsted be required to contribute to the cost of the 3 small 
flood-control dams and reservoirs. I join with the distinguished senior Senator 
from Connecticut, Prescott Bush, in offering a plea that the Federal Government 
should bear the entire cost of these projects including the costs of lands, ease- 
ments, and rights-of-way. As Senator Bush has told you—the Budget Bureau’s 
new policy is not only unsound and illogical but it would impede the leng-range 
flood-control] program in Connecticut and all New England. We are firmly con- 
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vinced that the costs of lands, easements, and rights-of-way are the responsi- 
bility of either the Federal or State Government. The proposed flood protective 
measures are not only beneficial to the local communities but imperative neces- 
sity to the national defense of the Nation. 

The Naugatuck Valley and the environs of Winsted constitute one of the 
most strategic areas in which certain vital items of national defense are pro- 
duced. Among other products which are indispensable to our national defense, 
in the Naugatuck Valley there are more copper and brass products manufactured 
than in any area of the United States. Also, in this valley there are important 
watch-clock industries producing certain secret components used in guided mis- 
siles and atomic weapons which are exceedingly vital to the national defense. 
In my district there are more than 60 military aircraft contractors. Also, we 
have two large rubber fabricating plants located in the flood-hazard area. 

During the flood emergency, the Office of Defense Mobilization issued priority 
directives channeling scarce material and supplies to the Naugatuck Valley in 
order to quickly rehabilitate the industrial plants vital to the national defense. 
And it may interest you to know that the Federal Civil Defense Administration 
and the armed services have designated the Naugatuck Valley as one of the prime 
strategic target areas of the United States and Nike weapons are being installed 
en the periphery of the valley for protection of this vital defense production 
center in the event of bombing attacks. 

The vital national-defense significance of the Naugatuck Valley is, therefore, 
apparent and I sincerely trust you gentlemen will agree with me that it should 
be afforded adequate protection from the ravages of nature as well as military 
protection. 

At this point, I would like to to pay a brief word of tribute to one of your 
distinguished colleagues in the Senate who has worked selflessly and unstint- 
ingly in his successful efforts to secure the enactment of a law to provide the 
first flood-insurance protection in our national history and he has also success- 
fully sponsored several comprehensive flood-control measures benefiting not only 
his own State but the entire United States. I am speaking of the Honorable 
Prescott Bush, of Connecticut. 

Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the committee, I thank you and 
deeply appreciate your sympathetic consideration of our critical flood-hazard 
problems in the Fifth Congressional District of Connecticut. In view of the 
foregoing, I earnestly implore the committee to give favorable consideration to 
the Winsted and Torrington flood-control projects recommended by the Army 
Corps of Engineers. 

I thank you. 

Senator Kerr. Mr. Merriam, would you like to come up to the table, 
please. 

Mr. Merriam. I have several of my associates with me. 

Senator Kerr. That will be fine. 

Mr. Merriam. Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen, I have a brief state- 
menthere. If you like, I will proceed with that. 

Senator Kerr. That is fine. 


, 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT E. MERRIAM, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, BU- 
REAU OF THE BUDGET; ACCOMPANIED BY CARL H. SCHWARTZ, 
JR., CHIEF, RESOURCES AND CIVIL WORKS DIVISION; AND T. M. 
SCHAD, BUDGET EXAMINER 


Mr. Merrram. By way of preface, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, 
on January 14 of this year the Director of the Budget transmitted to 
the President of the Senate and the Speaker of the House a letter 
which summarized as of that date the status of the executive branch 
review of the projects which had been in H. R. 12080, but I thought 
that in view of the discussion before the committee on Monday, per- 
haps it would be better if I just brought everything up to date. 

Senator Kerr. That is wonderful. 
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Mr. Merriam. First, I would like to mention several pertinent mat- 
ters concerning H. R. 12080 on which the President reluctantly issued 
a memorandum of disapproval last August 10, 1956. In this memo- 

randum the President cited several reasons for his action. 

First, 32 of the projects, involving financial commitments of over 
$530 million, had not at that time been reviewed in accordance with 
statutory and executive requirements. 

Second, some projects in the bill would have been authorized on a 
basis which would have resulted in a lesser degree of local participa- 
tion than was agreed upon by local interests and/or recommended by 
the executive branch. 

Three, other projects included in the bill, after review by the execu- 
tive branch, were not recommended for authorization. 

Since August 10, 1956, the executive branch has expedited in every 
way possible review of the 32 projects which had not previously been 
analyzed. I have prepared three tables to give you the exact status 
of executive branch review of the projects in S. 497, bringing up to 
date our comments. 

Table I, which accompanies this statement, lists the 32 unreviewed 
pane, and shows that 19 have now been submitted to the C ongress. 

Senator Kerr. That means that they have now been reviewed ? 

Mr. Merriam. That is right; yes, sir. I might say, parentheti- 
cally, that 2 of those 19, I understand, are somewhere between the 
Bureau of the Budget and actual receipt in this committee, but they 
are in the pipeline. 

Table II lists nine projects, including some previously unreviewed, 
on which, in the view of the executive branch, cost-sharing arrange- 
ments as suggested in the bill are still inadequate. 

Senator Kerr. Now you mean by that, local participation ? 

Mr. Merriam. Yes, sir. On 3 of these 9 projects the recommenda- 
tions of the Bureau of the Budget coincide with those of the Chief of 
Engineers or the Secretary of the Army. 

Table IIT lists six projects which the executive branch recommends 
be not authorized at this time. The recommendations of the Bureau 
of the Budget and the Chief of Engineers are the same on 3 of these 
6 pr ojects. 

Senator Kerr. Now wait a minute. Let me find the table. 

Mr. Merriam. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Now you say table IIT lists six projects which the 
executive branch recommended not be authorized at this time? 

Mr. Merriam. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Now are your tables I, II, and IIT identical with 
the tables 1 and 2 from which General Itschner made his remarks the 
other day ¢ 

Mr. Merriam. No; they are not identical. We have rearranged 
them somewhat. 

Following, with financial implications, is a summary of our com- 
ments: There are 12 projects still unreviewed and those are listed in 

table I, section II, with eventual financial commitment of $394,500,000. 
There are six projects recommended not be authorized, listed on table 
IIT, which as of now have an eventual commitment of $89,005,000, or 
a total for these 18 projects either unreviewed or negative executive 
branch recommendation of $483,505,000. 
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Senator Kerr. Now that is table I, section II, that you say is still 
unreviewed ? 

Mr. Merriam. Yes, sir. You will note, Senator Kerr, in subsection 
II of that table we have listed in parentheses after each of those seven 
projects their current location. 

Senator Kerr. Received from whom? For instance, Bridgeport 
aerate Conn., says “Received in Bureau of the Budget January 31, 
1957.” 

Mr. Merriam. That is from the Secretary of the Army. 

Senator Kerr. And the same applies to the second item, Millwood 
Reservoir, received in the Bureau of the Budget January 24, 1957 ?¢ 

Mr. Merriam. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. No. 3, “En route to Bureau of the Budget.” Is that 
from the Secretary of the Army ¢ 

Mr. Merriam. That is correct. 

Senator Kerr. Not yet received from the Secretary of the Army, 
then, with reference to 4, 5,6, and 7 ? 

Mr. Merriam. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Could you tell us when, in your judgment, those 
seven projects might be in the status of having been acted upon and 
recommendations made by the Budget to the Congress? 

Mr. Merriam. I would have to ask the assistance of the corps on 
the latter four. On the first 3, 2 of which we have received and 1 of 
which is somewhere actually en route, I would think that our review, 
Senator, would be completed within a relatively short time, possibly 
an.uwtter of 2 to 4 weeks. 

Senator Kerr. Now is General Itschner here? 

General Person, you heard Mr. Merriam say with reference 
you a copy of this ? 

General Person. Yes, sir; I have. 

Senator Kerr. To 4, 5, 6, and 7, Hendry County, Fla.; Kaskaskia 
River, [ll.; Sandy Lick Creek, Brookville, Pa.; and West Branch, 
Mahoning River, Ohio; that they have not yet received the report 
from engineers to the Budget ? 

General Person. That is correct, sir. All four of those reports 
are presently with the States and interested Federal agencies for 
comment, as required by existing law, and will be promptly referred 
to the Bureau of the Budget, upon receipt of the views of the States 
and Federal agencies. 

Senator Kerr. Now in your judgment would you be able to give us 

an estimate of when you would be in a position to transmit them to the 
budget ? 

General Person. If the States and Federal agencies take the 90 days 
that the law allows them, it would not be possible to transmit the 
reports to the budget until March or April of this year. If, as we 
have requested, they expedite their remarks, it will be earlier. 

Senator Kerr. Very good. 

Mr. Merriam. If I may just continue my statement for a moment: 
We strongly recommend that the 12 projects listed in table I, section 
II, and the six projects listed in table III be deleted from the bill, 
and that the committee reexamine the cost-sharing arrangements for 
the 9 projects listed in table IT. 

Senator Kerr. Now, are those 9 projects a part of the 12? 
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Mr. Merriam. No, sir. The 9 projects have all been reviewed, and 
with the exception of 8 and 9 are actually in the committee’s hands. 
Senator Kerr. Well, I was trying to get the picture exactly (read- 


ing) : 

The 12 projects listed in table I, section II, and the 6 projects listed in table ITI 
be deleted from the bill, and that the committee reexamine the cost-sharing 
arrangements for the 9 projects listed in table II. 

Iseenow. All right, you may proceed. 

Mr. Merriam. There are two additional provisions in S. 497 which 
we would also like to mention. On pages 34 and 36 of the bill under 
Missouri River Basin there are provisions relating to proposed Fed- 
eral payments for damages alleged to have been suffered in connection 
with Garrison and Oahe Reservoirs, one involving a payment of 
$1,200,000 to the city of Williston, N. Dak., and the other involving 
payments totaling $400,000 for water and sewer facilities at 4 loca- 
tions. The recommendations of the Bureau of the Budget and the 
Department of the Army on these provisions were made last year in 
connection with H. R. 10990 and S. 2093, respectively. In the first 
case, the Department of the Army recommended that the payment be 
limited to $686,000. In the second case, it was recommended that no 
payments be made to the first three localities. The fourth payment 
was not referred to in S. 2093, and we have received no report from 
the Department of the Army on the merits of that proposed payment. 

We, therefore, recommend that S. 497 be amended in accordance 
with the Department of the Army recommendations, namely, that the 
city of Williston receive $686,000 for damages, and that no payments 
be made for the sewer and water facilities at the 3 localities mentioned 
above. Regarding the fourth location, we recommend no action 
pending receipt of the Corps of Engineers’ recommendations. 

Senator Kerr. That makes the position of the budget very clear 
with reference to these projects. 

You are personally aware of the degree to which the committee here 
and in the House wishes to inform itself or themselves of the attitude 
of the engineers concerning those projects in the bill with reference 
to which the reports had not been handled in the usual routine manner 
between the Army and the budget and the Congress. 

Mr. Merriam. Yes, sir; I am aware that hearings were held exten- 
sively last year. 

Senator Kerr. Are you in a position to tell us what would be the 
attitude of the executive branch of the Government if Congress saw 
fit to pass S. 497 in substantially the form that is now before the 
committee ? 

Mr. Merriam. No, sir; T think there is only one man, of course, 
who can answer that question and that is the President of the United 
States. I can indicate, of course, that he did issue a memorandum of 
disapproval on an almost identical bill. 

Senator Kerr. We know what his attitude was last August. Now 
there are, I would say, over half of the projects with reference to 
which reports had not heen handled in the routine manner and have 
now been so handled ? 

Mr. Merriam. That is correct, Senator, but I would like to call your 
attention to the first page of this brief statement I have just read. 

There were three reasons cited by the President in his memorandum 
of disapproval for that action. One of those three reasons was the 
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one you just mentioned, namely, there were projects which had not 
been completely reviewed within the executive branch. There were 
two other reasons, namely, the question of cost sharing or local partici- 
pation in the first instance, and in the second instance, the question of 
certain projects which the Executive recommended not be enacted. 

Senator Kerr. Yes. 

Mr. Merriam. And those three conditions still exist as to tables I, 
II, and IIT as indicated. 

Senator Kerr. But not to the same degree that existed when the 
bill was vetoed before ? 

Mr. Merriam. No; that is correct. There are fewer projects unre- 
viewed but more on which there have been questions of cost sharing 
or adverse comment. 

Senator Kerr. Yes: and we are aware of that. 

Now, you say you don’t know what the President would do. Can 
you tell us what the tha would recommend that he do? 

Mr. Merriam. Well, I can refer you, Senator, to our letter of Jan- 
uary 14, which ihdinatially summarized what I have given you today, 
but is slightly out of date because some projects have been reviewed 
since that time. After analyzing those projects which were unre- 
viewed, those on which there were suggestions for changing the cost- 
sharing arrangement, and those on which the Executive had made a 
negative report, the Director concluded his next to last paragraph 
with a sentence which I will quote : 

Action by the Congress on a rivers and harbors and flood-control bill which 
reflects the above recommendations would be in accord with the program of the 
President. 

The recommendations mentioned above are those which are sub- 
stantially in these three tables. 

Senator Kerr. They are a little different though. There is a differ- 
ence between this letter from the Bureau of the Budget and A. 47 
that went out from the Budget in late 1952 to the departments in that 
the latter was a directive to the agencies of the Executive and this 
letter is a statement of recommendations to the Congress. 

Mr. Merrtam. That is correct, Senator. May . just say at this 
point that all the Excutive can or should do, of course, is to present 
to the Congress its best judgment as to the projects which the Congress 
is considering. 

The A-47 procedure, about which there has been much discussion, 
and the other parts of the executive branch review are solely designed 
for the purpose of providing the Congress with orderly information 
and the best evaluation we can make. I think I should make it clear 
for the record that we recognize the final determination rests in the 
hands of Congress. 

Senator Kerr. What I was trying to find from you was an indi- 
cation of your attitude in the event that Congress, after giving full 
consideration to the communications from the budget, and the evidence 
which the budget presents and the Corps of Engineers have brought 
before the committee here and probably will in the House, were to 
decide that they still wanted an authorization bill substantially in 
the form of S. 497 and indicated that by passing such a bill, would 
the budget then recommend that it again be vetoed ? 

Mr. Merriam. Well, of course, Senator, that is a question I can’t 
answer categorically. I will just comment to this extent: that as 
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the matter now stands, aside from any projects which are before 
you on which we have made negative recommendations or suggested 
changes as in cost sharing, there are still 12 projects which have not 
been reviewed by the executive branch or on which the review is not 
completed, and their eventual financial commitment will be somewhere 
in the neighborhood of $400 million, which is a sizable piece of work. 

Senator Kerr. That is on—— 

Mr. Merriam. Those are the 12 projects in table I, section IT. 

Senator Kerr. But now you indicate that 

Mr. Mrerrtam. Some of those will be up here in the course of the 
next week or so. 

Senator Kerr. But now you indicate that some 3 to 7 of those will 
be here in a matter of a couple of weeks? 

Mr. MerrtAm. At least three of them, Senator. 

Senator Kerr. Yes; that is correct. 

Thank you, Mr. Merriam. Are there questions? 

Senator Kucnen. Yes, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Merriam, I would like 
to refer to the authorization which appears in the bill for the Oro- 
ville Dam, Calif., which is the memorandum you have prepared and 
placed in stron I; that is to say that the objection, as I take it, of the 
Bureau of the Budget, is that it has not at this time been reviewed, 
and in that fashion you couple it with the two other projects which 
are presently in this bill, the McKinney Bayou, Miss., and the Mis- 
sissippi River Channel improvement. 

Obviously, I would hope that I might be able to have the benefit of 
the approv: al of the Bureau and in order to try to demonstrate why 
in my judgment the circumstances surrounding the Oroville Dam 
authorization are unique and are different, let me first ask: Is it not 
true that the McKinney Bayou authorization and the Mississippi 
River Channel improvement authorizations are different from the 
Oroville Dam authorization in that the Oroville Dam is completely 
conditional in its authorization while the other two are outright ? 

Mr. Merriam. Yes. 

Senator Kucue.. That is true. 

Mr. Merriam. Yes. 

Senator Case. What condition, sir? 

Senator Kucuen.. I want to develop that. 

Mr. Merrtam. What page is that? 

Senator Kucuen. Page 44. The other + o are on page 26 and 27. 
I would like to say that it was just a year ago, Mr. Chairman, that 
the flood which occurred in northern California almost completely 
inundated one community, Marysville or Yuba City, and did con- 
siderable damage to its sister city of Marysville. 

As a result of that flood in which I think some 40 people were 
killed and in which the property damage is estimated to have been 
in excess of 50 millions of dollars, the Federal Government saw fit 
to extend funds quite generously through its various agencies, includ- 
ing the Small Business Administration, to help rehabilitate that area. 
3 hereafter the State government, acting in an extraordinary legisla- 
tive session did appropriate some funds and there was developed i in 

California a so-called State water plan by which the people of the 
State would undertake a State project, t, multiple purpose in character, 
a part of which would be the constr uetion by the State of a dam at 
Oroville. 
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In the hearings on the bill which was introduced in the last Congress, 
on the House side, language substantially the same as that now appear- 
ing on page 44 was included. I want to read that and then ask 
Mr. Merriam a couple of questions because I do believe that it would 
be in order to demonstrate that this is unique and should not be tied 
in with the other two items to which the Bureau objects. I am going 
to read it. It is not too long. 

Mr. Merriam. We aren’t raising objections to those projects. We 
just haven’t seen the reports on which we can make any comment, 

Senator Kvonen, And that would be the basis I would try to dis- 
tinguish on. I would be prepared to indicate to the committee that 
the Corps of Engineers and the war partment of the Interior both 
completely look w vith favor on an authorization which is conditional 
and by which the Federal Government would allocate fiood-control 
funds in such amount as they found necessary for the construction of 
the Oroville Dam. 

I would also want to point out, Mr. Chairman, that the State gov- 
ernment is proceeding to appropriate funds and indeed has already 
appropriated some from which the construction of the Oroville Dam 
would be undertaken. 

This is unique in that it authorizes now a flood-control allocation 
from the Federal Government which is conditional and I now want 
to read the text of that section. 

Sec. 204. That, in recognition of the flood control accomplishments of the 
multiple-purpose Oroville Dam and Reservoir proposed to be constructed on the 
Feather River by the State of California, there is hereby authorized to be appro- 
priated a monetary contribution toward the construction cost of such dam and 
reservoir and the amount of such contribution shall be determined by the 
Secretary of the Army in cooperation with the State of California, subject 
to a finding by the Secretary of the Army of economic justification for alloea- 
tion of the amount to flood control, such funds to be administered by the Secretary 
ef the Army: Provided, That prior to making the monetary contribution or 
any part thereof, the Department of the Army and the State of California shall 
have entered into an agreement providing for operation of the Oroville Dam 
in such manner as will produce the flood-control benefits upon which the monetary 
contribution is predicated, and such operation of the dam for flood control 
shall be in accordance with rules prescribed by the Secretary of the Army pur- 
suant to the provisions of Section 7 of the Flood Control Act of 1944 (58 Stat. 
890): Provided further, That the funds appropriated under this authorization 
shall be administered by the Secretary of the Army in a manner which shall 
assure that the annual Federal contribution during the project construction 
period does not exceed the percentage of the annual expenditure for the Oroville 
Dam and Reservoir which the total flood-control contribution bears to the total 
cost of the dam and reservoir: And provided further, That unless construction 
of the Oroville Dam and Reservoir is undertaken within two years from the 
date of enactment of this Act, the authority for the monetary contribution 
contained herein shall expire. 

In other words, is it not fair for me to say that this section 204 is 
unique in the bill in that it does authorize a flood-control allocation 
entirely conditioned, however, upon a finding of feasibility by the 
Secretary of the Army? 

Mr. Merriam. I think that is correct, Senator Kuchel. However, I 
do think you ought to realize that the problem we face in the way of 
review issimply this: Not having before us any analysis of the project, 
it is hard for the Execut a to give any advice to the Congress as to the 
economic justification of it. 

May I add two other things. First of all, as I think you know. we 
are certainly entirely sympathetic with this type of project which is 
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in its true and best sense a proposed partnership development between 
the State of California and the Federal Government, in which the 
Federal Government would share the flood-control features of the 
dam. The proposal! is entirely consistent with the administration’s 
position on these matters. 

Secondly, 1 think I should state that I have personally asked, and 
I know the Secretary of the Army and the Corps of Engineers are 
being completely cooper ative in the matter, that we speed up as rapidly 
as we possibly can the analysis that the corps is making of the project. 
They have allocated some funds and have initiated their ; study in 
advance of their original intention. 

But despite that fact, as I understand it, it will still be some time 
before that study is complete. It could be, if I may speak theoretically 
for the moment, that when the study is completed, the project would 
not be economically justified, in which case we would at that point 
want to recommend to you a negative report. 

Senator Kucnum.. Of course you would. 

Mr. Merriam. In effect then this is a blank check which eventually 
is subject to review by the Secretary of the Army. But it seems to 
us to put the cart before the horse. 

Senator Kucuen.. Well, would the Budget Bureau take into consid- 
eration the fact of the damage which was wrought by the fiood a year 
ago and the continuing hazard to the people in “that part of the State 
so that, in other words, would the Bureau, considering that there 
might well be an emergency situation here, particularly 1f the Corps 
of Engineers were prepared to indicate that this project is one of the 
most important in the bill, would that make a difference to the Budget 
Bureau ¢ 

Mr. Merriam. Of course, where you have had loss of life and prop- 
erty, it is something we all have to take into account. On the other 
hand, none of us can predict where the next flood is going to take place 
and so to that extent any possible flood-control project has future 
implications and this is the dilemma we are confronted with. 

Senator Kucuen. But is not your dilemma solved in this fashion: 
That if section 204 were signed into law and the Corps of Engineers 
were to decide against feasibility of the flood-control allocation, then 
section 204 would be of no force and effect. Is that not true? 

Mr. Merriam. That is correct, but the thing which the President 
mentioned in his memorandum of disapproval on last year’s bill 
I think pertains in this case as well, Senator Kuchel. Certain proce- 
dures have been established both by the Congress in statute and by the 
Executive through Executive order for an orderly review of these 
projects, and at least from where we sit and from the President’s point 
of view, it is in the best interest of the country to follow those prac- 
tices and procedures, recognizing that there may well be cases which 
on their individual merits or because of past conditions might warrant 
a sympathetic attention otherwise. 

Senator Kucuen. Now, if that sympathetic attention were to be 
warranted in this case, is there any justification that might be pre- 
sented to the Budget Bureau to find that this is a unique situation ? 

Mr. Merrtam. Not that I can conceive, but let me again add that 
from our point of view this is a project which deserves a very early 
consideration. As I have already mentioned, we intend to see that it 
is processed as rapidly as possible, and I can assure you that when the 
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corps’ analysis is completed it will be transmitted, as are all the others 
up here, just as rapidly as can be done. 

I really don’t see, if I may be frank, that you are going to lose any 
time whichever way it goes, and from the standpoint of good proce- 
dure, we would certainly recommend following the usual pattern. 

Senator Kucuen. We have this situation: The State legislature 
has appropriated funds now. It will consider additional appropria- 
tions after the present recess in which it is engaged. The advantage to 
the people of my State in having section 204 remain in the bill would 
be that so far as the congressional approval is concerned, we would 
already have it behind us. In other words, the work in the executive 
branch of the Government would go on and whatever results were 
finally arrived at would be the basis on which any funds were to be 
appropriated and allocated. And my purpose in asking these ques- 
tions and talking with you is to see whether it is at all possible for 
me to obtain from the Budget Bureau a recognition that the Oroville 
Dam section of this bill is entirely different from the other two that 
you couple it with. 

Mr. Merriam. On that, we agree. 

Senator KucHet. You agree with that? 

Mr. Merriam. Yes. 

Senator Kucnext. And, secondly, would the Budget Bureau con- 
sider reexploring its recommendation if the Corps of Engineers were 
to indicate that there was no item in this bill of more importance in 
its professional judgment than the Oroville Dam? 

Mr. Merriam. Of course, we always take very seriously whatever 
recommendations the corps may give, but I think we still are faced 
with the problem I outlined, n: amely, where do you stop if you start 
the practice of advance authorizations; even with the restriction here 
you would have a precedent which can lead into the very kind of thing 
which the President objected to on the last bill, although I grant you 
it is a different category. 

Senator KucHezt. Would you not be able to grant also that if the re 
were clearly demonstrated an emergency situation that the rule which 
you follow in some instances could and should be relaxed ¢ 

Mr. Merriam. Well, I can’t answer on a theoretical basis. I would 
have to have actual facts. Of course the corps, just to give you an 
example, 2 years ago in the New England floods did a great deal of 
work, as we all know, which had to be done at the time of a very bad 
disaster. It was done in your State as well. 

That is the kind of situation we all recognize. I don’t quite see 
a potential disaster in the future as fitting into that same category. 

Senator Kucne.. Is it not true for ex: umple that the Congress 
actually adopted legislation to authorize the Corps of Engineers in 
instances to proceed immediately with flood-control work 4 

Mr. Merriam. Yes, I believe th: it is true. 

Senator Kucue.. My only question—I don’t want to prolong this, 
but my only question is what, if any, effect would the testimony of the 
Corps of Engineers have on you if they did indicate that, and I am 
quoting them directly—— 

Mr. Merriam. I don’t mean to jest about this, but if General Person 
were to tell me there was going to be a heavy flood there next year 
and would be willing to state it for the record, that would have an 
influence. 
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Senator Kucuen. Well, I think that those best qualified to know 
would be the people in the area and the state government which to- 
gether agree that it would be unthinkable to prolong the construction 
of the Oroville Dam. 

Mr. Merriam. I think we will all agree on that. 

Senator Kucuen. And in view of that, that it would be unrealistic 
not to recognize now in this piece of legislation the necessity for fol- 
lowing the “partnership” theory of the administration and to that 
extent to agree that if the Secretary of the Army and the Corps were 
to find a flood-control allocation feasible that then it would be ap- 
proved and to that extent I would urge the budget and the committee 
to treat this in the unique fashion it deserves. 

Senator Kerr. Are there further questions? 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Merriam, have you made any dollar analysis for these different 
categories under your tables? 

Mr. Merriam. Y es, sir. Part of it is on page 2 of my short state- 
ment, Senator. 

Senator Case. Well, I didn’t find there just what I wanted so I 
wanted to ask some direct questions. 

Referring to table I, under paragraph IA, those on which reports 
have been submitted to Congress since August 10, 1956, without ob- 
jection there are 12 projects. What is the total dollar value of those 
authorizations / 

Mr. Merriam. I don’t have that particular figure but we can get 
it for you very easily, Senator Case. 

Senator Case. Allright. The total number of projects to which you 
found some objection or which were cited in the President’s message, 
how much did they come to in dollars? 

Mr. Merrtam. Well, let me give you the up-to-date figures based on 
our subsequent review. 

Senator Case. All right. 

Mr. Merriam. You want that on which we have actually completed 
review, is that correct, as opposed to those that are unreviewed ? 

Senator Casr. What I would really like to know is what was the 
total dollar value of the authorizations to which some objection was 
found. How much has that been reduced by the projects which have 
since been reported on without objection, and what is the value of 
those where there is some objection or qualification, and those on 
which you have no report yet ¢ 

Mr. Merrram. Let me see if I can give it to you this way, Senator 
Case. The unreviewed projects as of the time of the memorandum of 
disapproval had a dollar value of about $530 million. The unreviewed 
projects as of today have a dollar value of just under $400 million. 

Senator Case. So you figure $130 million—— 

Senator Kerr. No; they have submitted reviews or expressed their 
attitude on the $130 million, and that statement does not necessarily 
mean that their attitude is favorable. 

Mr. Merrtam. That is correct, Senator Kerr. 

Senator Kerr. As I understand it, there were $530 million worth 
of projects at the time of the veto with reference to which the Budget 
Bureau had not determined its attitude ? 

Mr. Merrtam. The Budget Bureau and the Corps of Engineers. 
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Senator Kerr. Now, as I understand Senator Case’s question, it is 
what is the total dollar value of the projects in this bill with reference 
to which the budget has already submitted an adverse attitude. Wasn’t 
that your question ? 

Senator Casz. Well, whichever way you want to approach it. 

Mr. Merriam. I was coming to that. There are $89 million involved 
in the 6 projects listed in table II] on which we have submitted a 
negative report. Now, those projects, the 9 projects, Senator Case, 
in table II on which there are cost-sharing questions, would have an 
eventual cost of $83,811,000. 

Senator Kerr. How much ? 

Mr. Merriam. $83,811,000. 

Senator Kerr. Now, that is the cost of the projects in table II? 

Mr. Merriam. Yes, sir: that is correct. 

Senator Kerr. On which reports have been submitted with varying 
degrees of objection by the budget. 

Mr. Merriam. I question the word “objection.” I think it would 
be better to say on which specific questions have been raised—those 
in table II—and on which there has been a flat negative recommen- 
dation—those in table IIT. 

Senator Kerr. Now, the six in table III of adverse recommendations 
is how much ? 

Mr. Merrtam. Eighty-nine million dollars. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman, I don’t care how we approach this. 
I think we are getting into some confusion here because we start 
approaching this from one angle and referring to certain groups and 
certain tables and then before we get through with that we refer to 
other tables or reports. 

I would like to direct your attention, if I might, to table I. 

Now, under paragraph IA you have 12 projects which have been 
reported without objection ? 

Mr. Merriam. Yes; that is correct. 

Senator Case. What is the dollar value of those projects? 

Mr. Merriam. That is the figure I do not have, Senator Case. 

Senator Case. All right. Below that is paragraph B. 

Mr. Merrram. I will see if we can get it here in the room; if not, 
we will have to give it to you. 

Senator Cass. All right. Below that is paragraph B where you 
have reported certain projects with objection or qualification. What is 
the dollar value of those ? 

Mr. Merriam. Well, that is the other half of the same figure, it is 
some portion of $130 million that is divided between A and B. 

Senator Casgr. Directing your attention then to the following para- 
graph II, reports which have not yet been submitted to Congress, you 
classify the first two of those as a report having been received in the 
Bureau of the Budget. Do you know whether or not those have been 
favorably comm ented on by the Corps of Engineers? Are they rec- 
ommended ? 

Mr. Merriam. Yes; those are both favorable. 

Senator Kerr. Those are the first three of section A—— 

Mr. Merrram. No, excuse me, Senator Kerr; the first two. 

Senator Case. That is where you have received the report 4 

Mr. Merriim. From the Department of the Army and it is a favor- 
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Senator Case. Those are all right as far as the engineers are con- 
cerned ? 

Mr. Merriam. Yes. 

Senator Casz. Mad River, that is en route to the Bureau of the 
Budget, is that all right by the Corps of Engineers ? 

Mr. Merri am. You would have to direct your question to them. 

Senator Casr. You haven’t examined that ? 

Mr. Merrtam. Not formally; no. 

Senator Casr. With respect to the next four that are not yet re- 
ceived in the Bureau of the Budget are you in position to say whether 
or not the engineers have O. K. ‘d them? 

Mr. Merriam. No; I think you had best direct your question to 
them. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman, what I was hoping to get here was 
to see what proportion of the total amount of authorizations here 
either were cleared or were objected to. I have in mind that possibly 
at the time the bill was presented to the President, if the dollar volume 
and the number of projects which didn’t meet in every respect all of 
the criteria had not been quite so large, that probably the President 
would not have regarded that as a sufficient consequence to warrant 
a veto of the bill. 

Senator Kerr. I would like for you, if you would not mind, to 
address that in the form of a question instead of in the form of an 
opinion because that would be very helpful in getting the information 
that I tried to get awhile ago and did not approach quite so adroitly 
and therefore with no success. 

Senator Casr. Mine is not very adroit because I have not gotten 
very much information. 

Mr. Merriam. Well, I wish I were a mindreader, Mr. Chairman, and 
could answer you, but you understand my situation. 

Senator Case. If you can give us the dollar figures for these differ- 
ent categories then I think the committee can perhaps judge for itself 
as to—— 

Mr. Merriam. We can give you the figures 

Senator Case (continuing). How much objection there is in the 
bill. 

Now, let me go back to the old bill for a moment. What was the 
total dollar value of the authorizations carried in the bill that was 
vetoed ? 

Mr. Merriam. The total dollar value, it was about $1,600 million. 

Senator Case. A billion 600 million? 

Mr, Merrtam. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case, And $530 million of that was for some reason or other 
not acceptable ? 

Mr. Merriam. That was in projects which had not been reviewed. 

Senator Case. The proportion of $530 million to a billion 600 mil- 
lion is what, something over 30 percent. 

Mr. Merriam. Then you have to add to that those on which there 
had been negative reports, that figure does not include 

Senator Casr. The $530 million does not ? 

Mr. Merriam. Just those which were unreviewed at that time. It 
would be something more than $530 million on which there were either 
unreviewed or had negative reports. 

Senator Kerr. Do you have the other figure? 
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Mr. Merriam. We can get it for you, Senator. 

Senator Case. Why don’t you submit for the committee a table 
which will give what I am getting at! 

(Tables I, II, and III, giving the information requested, are as 
follows :) 


TABLE I.—Status of reports on 32 projects included in H. R. 12080 but not 
submitted to Congress at time of passage 


I. Reports which have been submitted to Congress since August 
10, 1956 (19): 
A. Without objection: 





CT nn ne ee ee en ee enn cipanermvadhen $1, 100, 000 
2. eo eecmony Talia’ Minn. oll ll ee 19, 898, 000 
3. Calumet-Sag project, Illinois.____._._._____--~~- - 9, 884, 000 
4. Yaquina Bay, Oreg_- uinicmablchwe thecal) Saeed 
5. Lock and dam No. 26, “Missouri and Illinois____ 5, 802, 000 
Nee een nee ccnp mraton 1, 932, 000 
7. Rene Sever) Pla ee 61, 000 
io; Ten Os oss os be ececg cee ck 707, 000 
9. Alabama River at Montgomery, Ala______-_-_~ 1, 300, 000 
I ete 5, 090, 000 
ca. es we ee eo eee 1, 700, 000 
12. Baltimore Harbor, Md_. Be Sees es 28, 161, 000 
a cE EE trend sscccgeiiabine ON 95, 480, 000 

B. With objection or qualification : 
1. Water-hyacinth program__-____-__--__----__--- 5, 063, 000 
2::8t. icie Canals Mle. .si2ss2.+.s2s-- ites 165, 000 
cr: OO ID 0 teen coe lahenenigu meres 2, 420, 000 
4. em, erences Dam, Conn... .<-.-ns—--- 2, 670, 000 
a ee ae Bee tk eee 1, 750, 000 
6. Boeuf and Tensas Rivers, Ark. and La#___-_--- 1, 212, 000 
7. White River Backwater, Ark.’__._-__---____--- 2, 380, 000 
ae tpibicmagunen dt 15, 660. 000 





II. Reports which have not yet been submitted to Congress (12): 
A. Reports which can be submitted to Congress later this 
session: 
1. Bridgeport Harbor, Conn. (received in Bureau of 
Te Senet, ean, on, See yoo ol 2, 300, 000 
2. Millwood Reservoir and alternate reservoirs, 
Arkansas and Oklahoma (received in Bureau 














of tee Budect. Jan, 24 1057) _...4..-i--- ? 53, 235, 000 

8. Mad River Dam, Conn. (en route to Bureau of 
the Budget, received Feb 7, 1957)____-____---- 5, 820, 000 

4. Hendry County, Fla. (not yet received in Bureau 
Or Rene ne hee eek i eo 3, 172, 000 

5. Kaskaskia River, Ill. (not yet received in Bureau 
erin 23, 000, 000 

6. Sandy Lick Creek at Brookville, Pa. (not yet re- 
ceived in Bureau of the Budget______________ 1, 188, 000 

7. West Branch, Mahoning River, Ohio (not yet 
received in Bureau of the Budget) ___--__-_--- 12, 585, 000 
EN conte a an ee UE ee 101, 300, 000 

B. Reports which cannot be submitted for some time: 

1. McKinney Bayon, OE SS ene. eee 800, 000 
2. Oroville. Dam, Calif —...._. Sicitascasund aiaewdaaedie * 000, 000 
3. Mississippi River channel improveme ees on 000, 000 
NINE ac ch ctes thins ties akg eeensGeit titabdemacceta aetvcness 269, S00, 000 


See footnotes at end of table. 
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TABLE I.—Status of reports on 82 projects included in H, R. 12080 but not sub- 
mitted to Congress at time of passage—Continued 


II—Repors which have not yet been submitted to Congress (12)—Con. 
©. 1945 survey report not adequate basis for authorization: 











1, Midtion Reservoir: Geli a ncseenine~ een b warped $12, 500, 000 
D, TUTRCERNGEE DRORMECYT ORT, CIES cocci a cpsipeewc reece 10, 900, 000 
eee i Lk Oh i ld an minnie | | 2B i40G, 000 
III. Project already authorized (1): Old and Atchafalaya Rivers, 
lea lial ies Metalic 22% ye Sted Ak ~iiesi cei coenadbaiael atl 28, 200, 000 
OU ne ok ee LS i eee 533, 790, 000 


1 Reviewed and cleared by Bureau of the Budget and to be submitted to Congress 
shortly (submitted Feb. 7, 1957). 

2JIn addition to present authorization of $49,800,000. 

3 Estimated. 


TABLE II.—Projects on which reports have been submitted to the Congress with 
executive branch recommendations which are at variance with provisions of 
gS. 497 
S. 454 


Monetary 





Project | Authoriza- | Comment 
tion | 
1. Mississippi River at Alton, ll. (small- | $101,000 | Federal share should be limited to 50 percent of 
boat harbor). | cost of general navigation facilities. 
2. Irondequoit Bay, N. Y--.----- oul 1, 938, 000 Do, 
3. Tombigbee River, Miss. and Ala.! | 19, 711,000 | Local interests should share in costs as recom- 
mended by Chief of Engineers. 


970, 000 Do. 

936, 000 | Federal share shonld be limited to 50. percent of 

cost since project is primarily for a single user. 

6. Des Moines River, Iowa!__-__--..-.-- 44, 500,000 | Local interests should bear the costs allocated to 
| water supply as recommended by the Secretary 


4. Saline River, 11.1. PALES LA 
5. Port Washington, Wis..........-..-.-.- 


noo 


of the Army. 
7. Water-byacinth program. .._.....---. 5, 063, 000 | Federal participation should be limited to 50 per- 
cent of the cost of the program. 


8. Boeuf and Tensas Rivers, Ark. and 
2 cordance with standard requirements of local 


1, 212, 000 cor interests should share in the costs in ac- 
cooperation. 





2, 380, 000 


"EWU... ccacsecedésvedeesadewedanana 1 83, 811, 000 


La. 
9. White River backwater, Arkansas-_.-. 





1 Bureau of the Budget recommendations are consistent with those of the Chief of Engineers or the Sec- 
retary of the Army. 


TasLe III.—Projects included in S. 497 which the executive branch has recom- 
mended not be authorized 


| 
| Monetary 

Project authoriza- Comment 
| tion 
| 


1. Gilbert and Lone Rock Reservoirs, $57, 000,000 | Not found economically justified by Chief of 


Ark.} 2 | Engineers. 
2. Elm River, S. Dak.!. | 1, 750, 000 | Do. 
3. St. Lucie Canal, Fla.!.._..--- 165, 000 | Not Socenuiae by the Chief of Engineers. 

. " Sa on | (Should not be authorized unless local interests or 
- 7 te eae . = = State give assurances that they will share in 
er - 77 ’ “” ? |\_ costs as recommended by Chief of Engineers. 
6. Bruces Eddy Reservoir, Idaho 3 25, 000,000 | Shouli not be authorized until partnership 


arrangements are fully explored. 


Total | 89, 005, 000 


1 Bureau of the Budget recommendations are consistent with those of the Chief of Envineers. 
2 In addition to present aut rorization of $42,+00,000, 
3 Partial aut’ orization. Total cost estimated at $123,000,000. 


Mr. Merriam. Yes. __ 
Senator Case. If the bill as it had been presented to the President 
could only have had, say, 10 percent of the dollar volume in the 
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questionable category, probably he would have been a little more hesi- 
tant about vetoing it; is that not correct ? 

Mr. Merriam. Well, all of these things are relative matters, of 
course. 

Senator Case. If 50 percent of the bill was not either cleared or 
you did not have favorable reports on it, I could see why he was some- 
what disturbed. If it had only been 10 percent, I do not think he 
would have been quite so concerned. Now, you have cleared up part 
of those with this first group of 12 where there is no objection. Per- 
haps in these reports which are now on their way to the Bureau, 
there will be further clarifications. I would like to get this whittled 
down to see just what we are dealing with of objectional projects; 
“objectionable” I use in the sense of not having met some criteria 
previously established. 

Senator Kerr. May I intrude here? 

Senator Casg. Yes. 

Senator Kerr. Would it be possible, in line with the Senator’s sug- 
gestions, to submit to the committee a tabulation of the items with their 
dollar value and then grouping them into categories of which the 
Senator has indicated ? 

Mr. Merriam. We would be glad to do that. I can just roughly 
suggest this 

Senator Casg. I think—if you cannot give us the complete story, I 
think we would save time if you would wait until you can get those 
figures and put them in. 

Mr. Merriam. You can start backward on the tables if you want 
to. On table III there are projects totaling $89 million on which 
there has already been submitted a recommendation that they not be 
authorized, so you know there is a firm recommendation. Table II, 
the nine projects on which cost-sharing questions have been raised 

Senator Kerr. Now, table III is $89 million? 

Mr. Merriam. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Table IT? 

Mr. Merriam. Is $84 million, approximately. 

Senator Kerr. That is the nine projects? 

Mr. Merriam. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. $84 million ? 

Mr. Merriam. Yes, sir. 

Then, on table I under subpart II again going backward, Hidden 
and Buchanan Reservoirs are about $23 million. 

Senator Kerr. Is that Buchanan and Hidden Reservoir? 

Mr. Merriam. Yes, sir, and on these 

Senator Kerr. That is C, right here [indicating]. How much are 
those two? 

Mr. Merrtam. About $23 million, Senator Kerr, 

Senator Kucuer. Are they both together? 

Mr. Merriam. Yes, sir, and on those our position is that there is 
not an adequate basis for authorization. 

Senator Kerr. Now, you mean by that, as I recall those 2—and I 
would like for the Engineers to correct me if I am in error—those are 
the 2 projects with reference to which reports had been made some 
years ago, isn’t it, General Person ? 

General Person. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Kerr. And the budget’s position is that those reports of 
other years which were accepted by the Congress in reality did not 
constitute sufficient basis for congressional authorization. 

Mr. Merriam. That is correct, and we are joined in that position by 
the Secretary of the Army. 

Senator Kerr. There were three projects. 

Mr. Merriam. Now, in other words, Senator Kerr, our position 
would be that it would not be possible in the foreseeable future to have 
a project before the Congress on those two. Under B, the total is 
about $270 million. 

Senator Kerr. Would you break it down into three items? 

Mr. Merriam. McKinney Bayou is $800,000; Oroville Dam, which 
is just a guess because of the situation Senator Kuchel and I were dis- 
cussing, $50 million is the estimate we have been given; and the Mis- 
sissippi River channel improvements, $219 million. We would say 
that it would be impossible at this session of the Congress to have 
project reports reviewed on B and C, which together total approxi- 
mately $300 million. 

Senator Kerr. $242 million, isn’t it? No; about $300 million. 

Mr. Merriam. Just short of $300 million. 

Senator Kerr. Well, now, section II there, projects already author- 
ized, Old and Atchafalaya Rivers, have you got the value of that? 

Mr. Merriam. Perhaps someone from the corps could give you that 
figure. 

Senator Kerr. Do you have that, General Person ? 

Mr. Merriam. Just a minute; I dohave it. It is $28 million. 

General Person. It was $28,200,000, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Wouldn’t that require a money authorization for the 
money to be appropriated for the actual start of construction ? 

General Person. The project has been authorized, sir, and is under- 
way. We do need the additional monetary authorization contained in 
S. 497 to permit continuation of the project. 

Senator Kerr. You don’t need additional monetary 
_ General Person. Yes, sir; we do need additional monetary author- 
1Zation. 

Senator Kerr. And wouldn’t that be an appropriate subject for cov- 
erage in this bill? 

General Person. Yes, sir, but there is no formal report required, 
sir, for the reason that the project is already authorized. 

Senator Case. How much money have you been spending on that 
on an annual basis ¢ 

General Person. We have been spending about $10 million a year. 

Senator Casz. About $10 million a year. Then, assuming that we 
might ask another flood-control bill in about 3 years, what do you 
want ; $25 million, $30 million ? 

_General Person. $28,200,000 is the estimate to complete that item, 
sir. 

Senator Casr. $28,200,000. 

General Person. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Now, would you come back to section IT—A. 

Mr. Merriam. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. And give us those—— 





89410—537——-7 
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Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, before we go back to IT—A, I would 
like to ask another question on II-B since General Person is at the 
table now. 

With respect to II-B-3, Mississippi River channel improvement, 
don’t you have some authorization for Mississippi River channel im- 
improvements now ¢ 

Rasen Person. Yes, sir, we still have something over a hundred 
million dollars in authorization left and we have been only spending 
about $20 million a year so we have about 5 years left on that. 

Senator Casr. In other words, if we were not to include this $219 
million for the Mississippi River channel improvements you would 
still have enough dollar authorization to carry you for 5 years at 
the current rate of expenditure / 

General Person. I would say 4 or 5 years; yes, sir. 

Senator Case. Well then, would there be any particular injury 
to your program for hs: andling the Mississippi River if that were de- 
ferred until the next bill? 

General Person. No, sir. 

Senator Case. Well, what about the McKinney Bayou, Miss. ? 

Senator Kerr. That is only $800,000. 

Senator Case. I will skip that one. 

Coming then up to A, if that is satisfactory to the chairman, com- 
ing up to the reports which can be submitted to Congress later this 
session, looking over those 7, apparently the first 2 “have been re- 
viewed by the Engineers and are now under consideration by the 
Bureau of the Budget. The third is en route to the budget, the 
remaining four have not yet been received. 

Does that indicate, General Person, that you have completed your 
review of them ? 

General Person. Yes, sir; we have completed our review. We 
have prepared a favorable report which is now in the hands of the 
States and Federal agencies for comment, and in each case we have 
requested the States and Federal agencies to expedite the review 
because of this current situation; as soon as we receive those we will 
submit the report to the Bureau of the Budget. 

Senator Case. Can you state whether or not in the case of all seven 
that the review by the Board for Rivers and Harbors was favorable? 

General Person. It was favorable in each case. 

Senator Case. Do you know what the dollar value of those seven is? 

Mr. Merriam. I can give you that, Senator Case. It is approxi- 
mately $101 million. 

Senator Case, $101 million. 

Senator Kerr. Of the seven? 

Mr. Merriam. Yes. 

Senator Kerr. I think it is more than that. 

Mr. Merriam. Well, not according to our figures, Senator Kerr. 
I can give you the breakdown project by project that we have if you 
would like it. 

Senator Kerr. All right. ° 

Mr. Merriam. Bridgeport Harbor at $2,300,000; Millwood Reser- 
voir, $53,235,000; Mad River, $5.820,000: Hendry Countv. Fla.. $3.- 
172,000; Kaskaskia River, $23,000,000: Sandy Lick, $1,188,000; West 
sranch, Mahoning River, $12,585,000. 
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Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman, the committee last year had hearings 
individually on each of these projects, did it not? 

Senator Kerr. Yes. 

Senator Case. As far as I am personally concerned, on projects on 
which a hearing was held last year and on which the committee acted 
favorably, if it is in one of these groups where both the Engineers 
and the Bureau of the Budget are agreeable to it, I see no reason 
for taking time to have another hearing on those unless some member 
of the committee or of the Senate wants to do so. 

I think on these projects on which question has been raised either 
by the Corps of Engineers or by the Bureau of the Budget, they are 
suspect from two st andpoints: One, that they have not received their 
unqualified endorsement; or, second, that they might possibly be 
troublesome when the bill goes to the White House. That is what 
I was getting at. I would just like to have the bill in the best possible 
posit ion when it does pass the Congress to get White House approval. 

Senator Kerr. Well, off the record. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Kerr. On the record. 

Did you give us the monetary value of the projects under B of 
section I? 

Mr. Merriam. Yes; I now have that, Senator Kerr. 

If my adding mac hine on the 1 ‘ight is correct, it is $15,660,000. 

Senator Kerr. That is for the seven ? 

Mr. Merriam. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Now, of the 12 that have been submitted without 
objection—— 

Mr. Merriam. Well, now, if my figures were right earlier, they 
should total somewhere around $95 million. 

Senator Case. Well, dollarwise, Mr. Chairman, it would appear that 
almost half of the projects in terms of dollars w hich raise some ques- 
tions were those in I-B, the $219 million for the Mississippi River 
where they already have nearly $100 million of existing authoriza- 
tion, which is good for 4 years, at least. 

Senator Kerr. And in III-B, certainly in B and C of II and IIT is 
in excess of half. III apparently has enough authorization for the 
time being. 

Any further questions ? 

Senator Kucnen. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Merriam, I want to quote one sentence from the budget for 
1958; on page M. 53, I will read this sentence 

This budget also includes $10 million under proposed legislation to enable the 
Corps of Engineers to participate in 1958 with States, local governments,, and 
private groups, in the development of partnership water-resources projects, such 
as the Bruces Eddy Reservoir in Idaho and the Oroville Reservoir in California, 
neither of which has yet been authorized. 

Now, of course, for my purposes I am referring only to the Oroville 
Reservoir in California. What does that budget: ary recommendation 
of $10 million mean, in your opinion ? 

Mr. Merriam. Well, Senator Kuchel, that figure was put in there 
to be submitted for later transmittal if there shouk | be authorization 
for a partnership project, and these two projects were cited simply as 
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examples of the kind of project or projects the administration would 
recommend if they were economically feasible and justified. 

Senator Kucuex. In other words, you interpret that language mere- 
ly to indicate that if at some future time, either in 1958 or in 1959, or 
thereafter, the Corps of Engineers and/or the Department of Interior 
and the Budget Bureau were to approve a flood-control allocation, 
then this budgetary sentence that I read would favor that, but in the 
absence of that, it doesn’t mean very much, then ? 

Mr. Merriam. That is right. It had been our hope when we first 
looked at the problem that it might be possible for the Corps to 
complete its study of the Oroville project during this session of the 
Congress. General Person can correct me if lam wrong. My under- 
standing now is that the study will take longer than we had thought 
at first glance it might, and that it may take something over a year to 
complete it. 

General Person. From 114 to 2 years; yes, sir. 

Senator Kucuen. So that in your opinion the recommendation for 
Federal participation in 1958 doesn’t mean anything unless the Corps 
of Engineers before that time would have been able to complete its 
study. 

Mr. Merriam. That is right. And at the time that was written, 
Senator Kuchel, we had thought that it would not take so long for 
the study. 

Senator Kucueni. Now, I do want to say 

Mr. Merriam. I think that indicates our sympathetic interest that 
we discussed earlier. 

Senator Kucnexr. Well, I wish you would have a little more sym- 
pathy. 

T do want to say that the record, I think, Mr. Chairman, should in- 
clude copies of letters from the Department of the Interior and the 
Secretary of the Army, written during 1956, both of which approve 
the project so far as the flood-control allocation is concerned. 

I think to make the record complete, Mr. Chairman, I would also 
like to have copies of the Budget Bureau’s letters in connection with 
each of the other two. 

Mr. Merriam. Which do you mean, Senator Kuchel ? 

Senator Kucuen. Well, under date of May 23, 1956, Fred Aandahl, 
an Assistant Secretary of the Interior, wrote a letter to my colleague, 
Hon. Clair Engle, who is chairman of the House Interior Committee, 
recommending in favor of an authorization such as that that I am 
talking about now—section 204. 

Under date of June 8, 1956, Secretary Brucker of the Army in a 
letter to Hon. Charles A. Buckley, chairman of the House Committee 
on Public Works, likewise recommended in favor of the authorization 
as again outlined in section 204 of the bill before us. 

In each of those instances I must say your Bureau objected on the 
grounds that the report was not completed, but I do— 

Mr. Merriam. You are talking about our letters that accompanied 
those ? 

Senator Kucuet. That is right. 

Senator Kerr. Those may be included in the record at this point. 
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(The letters referred to are as follows :) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., May 23, 1956. 
Hon. CLarrR ENGLE, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. ENGLE: You have requested a report from this Department on 
House Joint Resolution 462, a joint resolution authorizing the Secretary of the 
Interior to enter into an agreement for the coordinated operation of the Central 
Valley project and the flood-control features of the multiple-purpose Oroville 
Dam proposed to be constructed by the State of California on the Feather 
River; and to authorize a monetary contribution for the flood-control ac- 
complishments of the said Oroville Dam. 

We recommend that the resolution be enacted if it is amended as suggested 
below. 

The resolution authorizes the Secretary of the Interior to enter into an 
agreement with the State of California to assure the coordinated operation of 
the Federal Central Valley project and the State’s proposed Oroville Dam in 
the interest of maximum fiood-control benefits consistent with the multiple 
purposes of the dam, and to pay to the State as a Federal contribution to the 
cost of the proposed dam the portion of the cost that is allocated to flood 
eontrol, which shall be not less than $100 million. The Federal contribution is 
contingent upon the initiation of construction by the State within 2 years after 
the date of the act. 

We believe that Congress should not specify the minimum amount of the 
cost of the dam that shall be allocated to flood control. The amount of the 
allocation should be determined after a detailed study of the facts and in ac- 
cordance with the currently accepted procedure. In a report dated December 
5, 1952, the House Committee on Public Works recommended the development 
of a uniform method of cost allocation for all water resources agencies. In ac- 
cordance with that suggestion a uniform method has been adopted and is now in 
use. The proposal to establish a minimum cost allocation for flood control in 
House Joint Resolution 462 would not be consistent with the principle of 
uniformity in cost allocation practices which has been achieved. 

We, therefore, recommend that the resolution be amended as follows: 

On page 3, line 11, delete “but not less than $100,000,000,”. 

Your attention is called to the fact that the recital in the fifth whereas 
clause is not entirely accurate. The clause recites that the State, the Bureau 
of Reclamation, and the Corps of Engineers have agreed upon the desirability 
of constructing a multipurpose project at the Oroville Dam site with a 3,500,000 
acre-foot reservoir. The only formal agreement on capacity was reached on 
October 10, 1949, and the capacity agreed upon at that time was between 2 
million and 8 million acre-feet. Subsequently, various capacities ranging from 
2,500,000 to 4 million acre-feet were discussed, as well as an alternative plan to 
the Oroville project, but no formal agreement was reached. 

We should also like to point out that, although the resolution authorizes an 
agreement between the Secretary of the Interior and the State only for the 
coordinated operation of the Federal Central Valley project and the State Oro- 
ville project in the interest of maximum flood-control benefits, this Depart- 
ment’s interest in such coordinated operation is much broader than that and 
recent discussions with State officials indicate that plans will probably be de- 
veloped for fairly comprehensive coordinaton of the operations of the two proj- 
ects. Specific legislation for that purpose, however, is probably unnecessary. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report to your committee. We are enclosing herewith a copy 
of the advice to this Department from the Bureau of the Budget concerning 
House Joint Resolution 462. 

Sincerely yours, 
FreD G. AANDAHL, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 








96 RIVER AND HARBOR-FLOOD CONTROL ACT OF 1957 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D. C., May 11, 1956. 

The honorable the SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR. 

(Attention : Mr. Elmer F. Bennett, 6041 Interior Building). 

My Dear Mr. SecrerTary: This will acknowledge Assistant Secretary Aandahl’s 
letter of April 17, 1956, transmitting copies of report which the Department pro- 
poses to submit to the House Interior and Insular Affairs Committee on House 
Joint Resolution 462 authorizing the Secretary of the Interior to enter into an 
agreement for the coordinated operation of the Central Valley project and the 
flood-control features of the multiple purpose Oroville Dam proposed to be con- 
structed by the State of California on the Feather River and to authorize a mone- 
tary contribution for the flood-control accomplishments of the said Oroville 
Dam. 

The resolution would authorize the Secretary of the Interior to enter into an 
agreement with the State of California to assure coordinated operation of the 
Federal Central Valley project and the Oroville Dam, which the State proposes 
to construct on the Feather River, in the interest of maximum flood-control 
benefits consistent with the multiple purposes of the dam. The Secretary of the 
Interior would be authorized to allocate an equitable portion of the cost of the 
dam to flood control after consultation with the Chief of Engineers and the 
State engineer of California. The resolution authorizes an appropriation of 
the amount so allocated, but not less than $100 million. 

The administration fayors the assumption of responsibility by non-Federal 
interests for construction of water-resources projects. It is considered that in 
such cases a payment by the Federal Government would be appropriate to reflect 
costs which would be nonreimbursable if the project were to be constructed by 
a Federal agency. 

It is important, however, that a Federal payment for this purpose be based on 
a detailed study by the Federal agencies concerned to determine the nonreim- 
bursable costs of the project which the Federal Government should appropriately 
bear and to determine the extent to which coordination between the non-Federal 
development and both existing and proposed Federal development may be re- 
quired. The administration recommended and the Congress authorized non- 
Federal partnership development of the Priest Rapids project in Washington 
and the Markham Ferry project in Oklahoma on the basis of detailed engineer- 
ing and economic studies which had been made prior to their authorization as 
Federal projects. Other partnership developments have been recommended 
by the administration for such projects as John Day Reservoir and Green Peter 
and White Bridge Reservoirs, all on the basis of detailed studies made in connec- 
tion with their authorization as Federal projects. However, in the case of 
Oroville Dam, the proposed non-Federal development has not previously been 
studied and reported for authorization by the Congress as a Federal project. 
Therefore, it is believed that the Oroville Dam project should be studied by the 
Federal Government to determine an appropriate Federal contribution and to 
determine what coordination may be needed with Federal water-resource develop- 
ments, and it is believed that the recommended payment and coordinated plan 
of operation should be submitted to the Congress for review and authorization. 
Until such study is completed it would not be possible to comment on the rea- 
sonableness of the proposed payment. 

The Bureau of the Budget would recommend that the enactment of legislation 
authorizing a payment for the flood-control accomplishments of the proposed 
Oroville Dam be deferred until the proposal has been studied, and an appro- 
priate payment and coordinated plan of operation have been recommended to 
the Congress for authorization. Accordingly, there would be no objection to 
the enactment of legislation (a) authorizing the Secretary of the Army to under- 
take a study of this proposal and make recommendations to the Congress for 
authorization of an appropriate Federal payment and (6b) authorizing the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to undertake a study of the effect of this project on the 
Central Valley project of the Bureau of Reclamation and make recommenda- 
tions to the Congress for authorization of an agreement with the State of Cali- 
fornia for coordinated operation of Oroville Dam with the Central Valley project. 
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While there would be no objection to the submission of such report as you 
deem appropriate, it is considered that you may wish to revise your proposed 
report in the light of the above comments. It is requested that a copy of this 
letter be forwarded to the committee along with your report on the resolution. 

Sincerely yours, 
RosperT BE. MERRIAM, 
Assistant to the Director. 


JuNE 8, 1956. 
Hon. CHar.es A. BUCKLEY, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
House of Representatives. 

DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request for the views of the 
Department of the Army with respect to H. R. 8677, 84th Congress, a bill author- 
izing a monetary contribution for the flood-control accomplishments of the mul- 
tiple-purpose Oroville Dam proposed to be constructed on the Feather River by 
the State of California. 

The Department of the Army has considered the above-mentioned bill. The 
purpose of the bill is to authorize the appropriation of the sum of $100 million 
as a monetary contribution toward the construction cost of the multiple-purpose 
Oroville Dam and Reservoir proposed to be constructed on the Feather River 
by the State of California. The contribution would be in recognition of the flood- 
control accomplishments of the dam. The funds would be administered by the 
Secretary of the Army. The bill provides that prior to making the contribution 
the Department of the Army and the State shall have entered into an agreement 
providing for operation of the dam in such manner as will produce the flood- 
control benefits upon which the contribution is predicated. 

Preliminary indications are that the flood-control allocation for Oroville Dam 
would not be in excess of $50 million. With reference to the contribution of 
$100 million as provided in line 8, page 1 of the bill, since any allocation to flood 
control should be dependent upon a final determination to be made at a later 
date, the Department of the Army recommends that the bill be revised by omit- 
ting reference to any specific sum. It is recommended also that the proposed 
legislation be revised to provide that the amount of such contribution as shall 
be made is to be determined by the Secretary of the Army based upon a finding 
by the Secretary of economic justification for the allocation of such amount to 
flood control. 

With reference to lines 7 and 8, page 2 of the bill, the language there set forth 
might permit subordination of flood-control operation to operation for other 
purposes. It is recommended that the bill be revised to provide that operation 
of the dam for flood control would be in accordance with rules prescribed by the 
Secretary of the Army pursuant to the provisions of section 7 of the Flood 
Control Act of 1944 (58 Stat. 890), which requires the Secretary to prescribe 
regulations for use of storage allocated for flood control at all reservoirs con- 
structed wholly or in part with Federal funds. 

The Department of the Army offers no objection to the enactment of H. R. 8677 
if revised in accordance with the above recommendations. 

In connection with this bill, the attention of the committee is invited to House 
Joint Resolution 462, a resolution now pending before the House Interior and 
Insular Affairs Committee, for the purpose of granting to the Secretary of the 
Interior authority similar to that proposed to be granted to the Secretary of the 
Army by H. R. 8677. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this report. However, the Bureau would recommend that the enactment of 
the legislation be deferred until the proposal has been studied and an appropriate 
payment and coordinated plan of operation have been recommended to the 
Congress for authorization. A copy of a letter from the Bureau of the Budget 
dated May 11, 1956, is enclosed for your information. 

Sincerely yours, 
WILser M. Brucker, 
Secretary of the Army. 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D. O0., May 11, 1956. 
The honorable the SEcRETARY OF THE ARMY. 
(Attention Col. Albert Barkin, 2C642 Pentagon.) 

My Dear Mr. Secretary: This will acknowledge Assistant Secretary Roderick’s 
letter of May 3, 1956, and Deputy Assistant Secretary Bacon’s letter of April 4, 
1956, transmitting copies of reports which the Department proposes to submit 
to the Congress on H. R. 8677 and House Joint Resolution 462, respectively, 
both of which would authorize a Federal contribution of $100 million for the 
flood-control accomplishments of the Oroville Dam, proposed to be constructed 
by the State of California. 

The administration favors the assumption of responsibility by non-Federal 
interests for construction of water resources projects. It is considered that 
in such cases a payment by the Federal Government would be appropriate to 
reflect costs which would be nonreimbursable if the project were to be constructed 
by a Federal agency. 

It is important, however, that a Federal payment for this purpose be based on 
a detailed study by the Federal agencies concerned to determine the nonreim- 
bursable costs of the project which the Federal Government should appropriately 
bear and to determine the extent to which coordination between the non-Federal 
development and both existing and proposed Federal development may be 
required. The administration recommended and the Congress authorized non- 
Federal partnership development of the Priest Rapids project in Washington 
and the Markham Ferry project in Oklahoma on the basis of detailed engineering 
and economic studies which had been made prior to their authorization as Fed- 
eral projects. Other partnership developments have been recommended by the 
administration for such projects as John Day Reservoir and Green Peter and 
White Bridge Reservoirs, all on the basis of detailed studies made in connection 
with their authorization as Federal projects. However, in the case of Oroville 
Dam, the proposed non-Federal development has not previously been studied 
and reported for authorization by the Congress as a Federal project. Therefore, 
it is believed that the Oroville Dam project should be studied by the Federal 
Government to determine an appropriate Federal contribution and to determine 
what coordination may be needed with Federal water resource developments, 
and it is believed that the recommended payment and coordinated plan of opera- 
tion should be submitted to the Congress for review and authorization. Until 
such study is completed it would not be possible to comment on the reasonable- 
ness of the proposed payment. 

The Bureau of the Budget would recommend that the enactment of legislation 
authorizing a payment for the flood-control accomplishments of the proposed 
Oroville Dam be deferred until the proposal has been studied and an appropriate 
payment and coordinated plan of operation have been recommended to the 
Congress for authorization. Accordingly, there would be no objection to the 
enactment of legislation (a) authorizing the Secretary of the Army to undertake 
a study of this proposal and make recommendations to the Congress for authori- 
zation of an appropriate Federal payment and (0) authorizing the Secretary 
of the Interior to undertake a study of the effect of this project on the Central 
Valley project of the Bureau of Reclamation and make recommendations to the 
Congress for authorization of an agreement with the State of California for 
coordinated operation of Oroville Dam with the Central Valley project. 

While there would be no objection to the submission of such reports as you 
deem appropriate, it is considered that you may wish to revise your proposed 
reports in the light of the above comments. It is requested that a copy of this 
letter be forwarded to the committees along with your reports on this legislation. 

Sincerely yours, 
Rogwert E. MerRIAM, Assistant to the Director. 


Senator Kucuet. Is it not true, Mr. Merriam, that in times gone by 
the Congress has, on occasion, made conditional authorizations similar 
to the one I advocate in the Oroville Dam, and that those conditional 
authorizations have been approved, signed into law ? 

Mr. Merriam. Let me ask Mr. Schwartz. 

Mr. Scuwartz. I think we had one, the Markam Ferry project, 
where the corps had to make a study, but we had a limitation there and 
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we had a chance to approve the amount of the flood-control allocation 
before Congress acted on it. 

Senator Kucnet. Now, if that type of language were added here, 
would the Bureau approve the inclusion of Oroville Dam? 

Mr. Scuwarrz. Well, we have nothing before us now, Senator 

Senator Kucuern. Well, did you have anything before you in the 
Markham Ferry Dam / 

Mr. Scuwarrz. Well, that was subject to our further review before 
Congress actually set. the limitation. 

Senator Kucuerr. But it was a conditional authorization which was 
passed and thereafter no further congressional activity was required ; 
is that not true? 

Mr. Scuwarrtz. I don’t think it was a conditional authorization; I 
think the President directed the corps to make a study and come up 
with an amount. 

General Person may know the details of it. 

Senator Kucuer. Then it is your statement that there never has 
heen—— 

Mr. Scuwartz. Not to my knowledge. 

Senator Kucuer, (continuing). A conditional authorization. 

Mr. Merriam. Mr. Schad tells me that the project had already been 
authorized as a Federal project. 

Mr. Scuap. Markham Ferry. 

Senator HrusxKa. On the basis of a Federal study. 

Mr. Scuap. Yes; so that all the facts were available. 

Senator Kucuer. So there never has been a conditional authoriza- 
tion passed by Congress. 

Mr. Scuap. We wouldn’t mean to say that, sir. We don’t think 
there has been one of this exact nature; however, the files may show 
otherwise, that there has been. We just can’t recall one right now. 

Senator Kucuet. What was the situation in the Markham Ferry 
authorization ¢ 

Mr. Scuap. The project was first authorized for the Corps of En- 
gineers to build as a Federal project, and then later authorization was 
given for them to study a local project with the United States con- 
tributing toward the flood control. 

I don’t believe a contribution was actually authorized when the study 
was authorized because the Congress later passed a bill authorizing 
the project as a partnership development. The 83d Congress, I 
believe, sir. 

Senator Kucnen. Let me understand, then. Did the Markham 
Ferry bill authorize a Federal contribution ? 

Mr. Scuap. The partnership legislation passed by the 83d Congress 
did. 

Senator Kucnrn. Now, had there been any prior authorization by 
Congress of the Markham Ferry project ? 

Mr. Scuap. It was authorized as a Federal project. 

Senator Kucnext. And then subsequently it was authorized for Fed- 
eral participation ¢ 

Mr. Scuap. That is right. 

Mr. Merriam. The difference, Senator Kuchel, is, as I understand 
the situation, that there had been a complete study by the Corps of the 
Markham Ferry project, and it was found to be economically justified. 

Senator Kucuen. Why was there any condition attached to it? 
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Mr. Merrtam. You mean at the time? 

Senator Kucuet. Yes, at the time Congress acted. 

Mr. Scan. I don’t believe there was. 

Mr. Scuwarrz. I think I am right on this, I think it was to deter- 
mine the extent of the Federal Government’s contribution to flood 
control. 

Senator Kucuet. Isn’t that exactly what we have in section 204 of 
this bill ? 

Mr. Merriam. The difference is that there has been no justification 
economically of the Oroville project at all. 

Senator Kucuen. What difference does that make at the time that 
justification was found or was not found ¢ 

Mr. Scuwarrz. I think 

Senator Kucuet. It still would have to be precedent to any alloca- 
tion of money; would it not ? 

Mr. Merriam. Yes. 

Senator Kerr. Further questions? 

Senator Kucue.. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Go ahead, Mr. Merriam. 

Mr. Meretam. I think there are several differences, but in the first 
place, there is no monetary limitation set on a Federal contribution, 
even assuming the Secretary of the Army finds the project economi- 
cally justifiable, and we w ould take the position that there should be a 
review, even if the project is justifiable, of the amount that the Federal 
Government contributed to the total cost. 

Senator Kucuen. Is that your only objection to this? 

Mr. Merriam. Well, that is one. 

The other one is the one I have stated, that we think it is putting 
the cart before the horse in that we would prefer, from the executive 
branch standpoint, to see a report first made and then an authorization 
if it is justified. 

Senator Kucuen. The legislature in our State has regular sessions 
every other year. It is meeting now, 1957. It would meet again in 
a regular session in 1959. It seems to me that substantive legislation 
were required to have the State measure its legislation with whatever 
the Congress were to determine; that if the Congress were to determine 
to adopt this legislation this year it would place my State at a peculiar 
disadvantage by reason of its constitutional provisions with respect 
to the legislature meeting. Would that be of importance to the 
Bureau ¢ 

Mr. Merriam. It certainly is of concern, Senator, but I still feel that 
we have the two basic problems which I mentioned earlier. I would 
just like to say this, that, under section 204 as it is now written, if the 
report takes as long as the corps feels it may, the authority of your 
monetary contribution would probably expire before the report had 
reached us or certainly almost simultaneously with it. 

Senator Kucuet. I would urge an amendment i in the 2-year provi- 
sion if 1 were able to have the provision remain in the bill. I just 
want to ask a question so that I understand. Who made the 1945 
survey with respect to Hidden Reservoir and Buchanan Reservoir? 

Mr. Merriam. It was the Corps of Engineers. 

Senator Kucuer. And did the corps recommend favorably in both 
of those projects? 
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Mr. Merrtam. That is correct. But I want to call your attention, 
Senator Kuchel, to a letter which is dated October 4, 1949, subsequent 
to that, transmitting the report from the then Secretary of the Army, 
Gordon Gray, to the Speaker of the House. I presume an identical 
one went to the President of the Senate. In this letter the Secretary 
states, and I quote, 

The President concludes that the content of the reports of neither the Corps 
of Engineers nor of the Bureau of Reclamation justify the approval of either as 
a comprehensive valley plan. 


And he goes on—I am skipping a bit— 

The other projects proposed by the Chief of Engineers— 
and may I interpolate, this includes Hidden and Buchanan— 
should be considered as an inventory of possible future work. 


So the Secretary of the Army subsequent to that report did take the 
position that this survey was not what we would call a project report. 

Senator Kucuet. In this letter? 

Mr. Merriam. In the letter I have just been reading from; yes. 

Senator Kucue., You state that in the letter from which you have 
just been reading he objects to the legislation authorizing those two 
projects / 

Mr. Merriam. No. Perhaps I had better read you this whole 
paragraph : 

The President concludes that the content of the reports of neither the Corps 
of Engineers nor of the Bureau of Reclamation justify the approval of either 
as a comprehensive valley plan. In order to have available a comprehensive 
valley plan as soon as possible which can serve as a basis for consideration 
and evaluation of proposed future individual projects. I recommend that Congress 
authorize investigations and surveys, in coordination and cooperation with the 
current and continuing studies of the State of California, leading to the prepara- 
tion and presentation of a fully coordinated comprehensive plan for the de- 
velopment of the water resources of that basin. 

Also, in accordance with the President’s instructions, I recommend authori- 
zation to the Department of the Army at this time of only the levee and 
channel improvements for flood control, as specified in paragraph 17c of the report 
of the Chief of Engineers. The other projects proposed by the Chief of Engi- 
neers should be considered as an inventory of possible future work. 

Senator Kucuer. Just to try and define the objection that the 
Bureau makes, then, to those 3 items, it is because the Bureau believes 
there should be, to use the language of this letter, a comprehensive 
valley plan rather than these 2 individual projects ? 

Mr. Merriam. No. I think that it would be more accurate to say 
that the Bureau believes that there has not been an actual project 
report on these two projects. 

Senator Kucnuev. There was one, of course, in 1945. 

Mr. Merriam. There was, but it was not what we would call, and 
it was not what the Secretary of the Army called, a project report. 

Senator Kucuen. It was not? 

Mr. Merriam. That is correct. 

Senator Kucue.. Well, if I just read this language—“concludes the 
content of the report of neither the corps nor the Bureau justify the 
approval of either as a comprehensive valley plan.” 

Suppose the reports were made today by those agencies, would the 
Bureau determine whether they constituted a comprehensive valley 
plan, or would they determine, in view of the fact that they had been 
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recommended again, that the Bureav would add its recommendation ? 

Mr. Merriam. I think that it would have to be determined by how 
thoroughly they had gone into it. It was the feeling of the Secretary 
of the Army then, and it is our feeling still, that the report te which 
you refer was not in sufficient detail to—— 

Senator Kucuen. What I mean is 

Mr. Merriam (continuing). To be able to give a recommendation 
as to whether the project was in accord with the program of the 
President or not. 

Senator Kucuren. What I mean is: Do we still have the concept 
of a comprehensive valley plan to challenge us in these two projects? 

Mr. Merrtam. No; I don’t think that is the problem. I have cited 
that because this is what he said at the time, but what I am trying to 

say is that the other part of it was that he did not then consider the 
information more than an inventory of possible future work. It 
might be equivalent, Senator Kuchel, to some of the reports that the 
Congress got last session on Arkansas-White-Red or New England- 
New York Basins, where you had an inventory for future work but 
it was not a basis for authorization. 

Senator Kucuet. Just a minute. Mr. Sneed informs me, Mr. Mer- 
riam, that in 1950 and again in 1954 the Congress did authorize proj- 
ects which were taken from the report in the ‘letter to which you have 
referred. 

Mr. Merriam. I have no doubt that is correct, but we wouldn’t 
agree, or we wouldn’t recommend that action, I will put it that way, 
with respect to these two dams. The projects authorized in the 1950 
and the 1954 acts were local protection projects which had been 

cleared by the Secretary of the Army and the President. 

Senator Kucuen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. Senator Hruska? 

Senator Hruska. Mr. Chairman, [ would like to ask Mr. Merriam 
what the view of the Bureau is with reference to the cost-sharing 
considerations which result in the compilation of that table I], or of 
cost sharing generally ? 

Mr. Merriam. Senator, there was some discussion of this subject 
on Tuesday and I think it might be well if I could just state several 
things briefly so that the committee will have the executive branch 
thinking on this subject. 

It has been traditional for some time, as I am sure you know, that 
where there are identifiable beneficiaries there should be a shari ing of 
the costs. This has been carried out over the years in a great many 
projects. We have recommended in the nine projects listed in table 
II that the procedures which have very often been followed in the past 
be again followed by the Congress. 

I would like to point out this, that on some of the projects listed in 
table II, as I understand it, local interests actually were agreeable 
to the cost sharing which the Corps of Engineers had suggested and 
which we approv ed. So on at least some of the projects there wasn’t 
even a question of any objection from the local interests. It seems 
to us that, carrying out the President’s oftstated premise that the best 
evidence of an interest in a project is a willingness to share in the 
costs thereof, where you have a recomme ndation by the corps, where 
you have a willingness on the part of a local group to join in that 
recommendation, the committee and the Congress would perhaps 
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want to give very serious consideration to whether they would reduce 
that recommended sharing. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman, if the Senator would yield. 

Senator Hruska. Surely. 

Senator Casr. Couldn’t we be specific about that instead of a gen- 
eral statement? Some of these projects the local people are willing 
to share the cost. Can’t we know which ones they are and in what 
amount ? 

Mr. Merriam. I think we could run down them. 

Senator Case. I would be perfectly willing if General Person would 
just § give us a memorandum on it so that the committee will have it. 

Senator HrusKa. To be inserted in the record at this point. 

Senator Casr. To be inserted in the record. I think the engi- 
neers—— 

Mr. Merriam. They would be the ones who would know on which 
projects there was local willingness to participate. 

Senator Kerr. That will be inserted in the record at this point. 

(The information requested is as follows :) 

There are two projects which would be authorized by S. 497 with a lesser de- 
gree of local financial participation than was recommended by the Chief of 
Engineers: the Tombigbee River and tributaries, Mississippi and Alabama; and 
Saline River and tributaries, Illinois. 

In the case of Tombigbee River, the State of Alabama strongly approved the 
project. The State of Mississippi had not submitted the proposal to the counties 
which would be expected to contribute to the cost of the project by the time that 
the report was submitted to the Congress, but no objections were expressed to 
the recommendations of the Chief of Engineers. 

In the case of Saline River, the State of Illinois accepted the conclusions and 
recommendations of the Chief of Engineers. , 

Senator Hruska. I have just one other question, Mr. Chairman. 
That is, the other day there had been some discussion of section 205 
of the bill and I just wondered if the Bureau would have any com- 
ments on it that would be helpful to the committee. That is on 
page 45. 

Mr. Merrtam. This was the low-flow regulation. 

Senator Hruska. That is right. 

Mr. Merriam. Well, we have made no formal comment on sec- 
tion 205 to date, Mr. Chairman, but I think it might be appropriate 
to indicate that we would assume section 205 would, in the reverse of 
a flood-control situation, allow, where there are identifiable benefi- 
ciaries, that they be required to share in the cost. 

Senator Kerr. I think that—— 

Mr. Merriam. Our interpretation of the language where it says: 

“widespread general and nonexclusive benefits” is that you had just 
that in mind. 

Senator Krrr. I would like to say that the section 205 was put in 
the bill by the House. It came to us as a part of the bill, and my in- 
terpretation of it so far as its positive provisions are concerned is 
just the opposite, that where the specific benefit of the low flow could 
not be identified, that reimbursement would not be required. 

Mr. Merriam. Well, it depends on which side of the coin you take. 

Senator Kerr. Well, the language is quite clear, it would seem 
to me: 

* * * storage may be included ir any reservoir projects to be constructed by the 
Corps of Engineers without reimbursement to increase low flows downstream to 
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the extent warranted at that time, or anticipated to be warranted during the 
economic life of the project by widespread, general, and nonexclusive benefits 
from such increases in low flows. 

I think that the purpose of the provision as I understood it from 
the men in the House group of conferees—and I believe you were with 
me in that, Senator iti purpose was to make it possible 
to maintain the low flow for the general welfare, where in doing so 
it did not result in the principal amount of it going to some 
specific 

Senator Hruska. Might the section be penatestes inadequate as 
presently phrased inasmuch as it does not provide 4 Bt the situation 
where there are benefits which are attributable and which are—— 

Senator Kerr. I would think that the answer to that question would 
be found in whatever the intent of the Congress is. 

Senator Hruska. Well, my purpose in asking the question, Mr. 
Chairman, is, as you know, that this section was written into the bill 
in the House and after the Bureau of the Budget had given a report 
on the other language in the bill, and I thought perhaps if Mr. Mer- 
riam thought wise, “if you are not prepared to give one or if you 
would want a little more time to prepare a statement, with reference 
to that or suggestion as to amendment, perhaps leave might be ex- 
tended for that purpose. 

Mr. Merriam. May I say, Senator Hruska, that our reading of this 
would give leeway for identification of benefits where they do accrue 
directly and obviously as a result of this activity. 

For example, it would seem to us, I believe, that were this section 
used for the purpose of washing down the river the sewage of a town 
which had not constructed a sewage-treatment facility, this would 
be a quite obvious benefit to a particular identifiable community in 
which they would certainly be asked to share in the cost, and that 
might be distinct 

Senator Hruska. That is just by implication, that is not covered 
in the section. 

Senator Kerr. I say quite frankly that I would regard that as a con- 
struction by implication and on the basis of what the bill does not say. 

Mr. Merriam. That is right, that is what you have to go on some- 
times and in this water resources 

Senator Huusxa. This is our chance to remove that difficulty if we 
consider it wise to do so. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman, in view of what is being said about 
this 205 I think maybe we had better get a couple of interpretations 
right now. 

Is the purpose of section 205, Mr. Merriam, in your judgment, to 
determine whether or not there should be reimbursement or nonreim- 
bursement because of additional storage incorporated in the plans 
for a dam? 

Mr. Merriam. Is that the purpose? No; I would assume the pur- 
pose is to provide for this additional storage. The question I am 
raising is how you provide for it. 

Senator Casr. Well, then, in that case would you regard this as 
modifying the so-called O’Mahoney- Millikin amendment of the Flood 
Control Act of 1944? 

Mr. Merriam. We just haven’t gone into it in enough detail to 


comment on that. 














| 
' 
| 


a 





ie 
ts 


aS 


»d 


to 


RIVER AND HARBOR-FLOOD CONTROL ACT OF 1957 105 


Senator Cast. I would like to ask General Person whether in his 
judgment this would in any sense modify the so-called O’Mahoney- 
Millikin amendment of the Flood Control Act of 1944 as it relates 
to the Missouri River? 

General Person. Our interpretation would be that it would not 
so modify. 

Senator Casgr. That it would not? 

General Person. That this makes it possible to provide adequate 
storage for the purpose of low-flow regulation. 

Senator Casr. But it doesn’t weaken the protection which the 
O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment gives to States which lie wholly or 
partly west of the 98th meridian to use waters west of the Missouri 
for beneficial consumptive uses. 

General Person. Actually I think it has no effect, but if it does any- 
thing I think it strengthens it. 

Senator HrusKxa. I am wondering how they would affect the benefit- 
to-cost ratio. 

General Person. It would permit us to take credit in our economic 
studies for the benefits resulting from low-flow regulation, sir. 

Senator Kerr. And it would be regarded under the provision of this 
language as an economic value that is nonreimbursable as flood control 
and navigation now are. 

General Person. Well, sir, I feel, as I said the other day, that our 
interpretation is that this would be analogous to our present flood- 
control laws, that where there is a specific beneficiary as there is in a 
local protection flood-control project then that obvious beneficiary 
idoalldl contribute, but where the benefits are widespread as they are in 
the ordinary flood-control reservoir, 95, 99 percent of them, then it 
would be nonreimbursable. 

Senator Hruska. Would the first situation which you described be 
covered by this section 205 as presently written ? 

Senator Kerr. And it would be regarded under the provision of this 
law as written we would so interpret it, unless notified. by 

Senator Hruska. If we are going to depend on interpretation in- 
stead of language I think we ought to correct that deficiency now. We 
ought to furnish you with language and do away with the necessity 
of interpretation. 

General Person. Interpretation may have been a bad word. I feel 
that the language as written and as amended in section 206, not 
amended but as supplemented by section 206, subparagraph (b)—— 

Senator Hruska. As rewritten or as printed ? 

General Person. As now printed. 

Senator Hruska. I understand there is a substitution which is pro- 
posed and has been supplied to me. I don’t know if it has been pro- 
vided to anyone else. 

General Person. I am not aware of that. 

Senator Hruska (continuing). As written: 





In carrying out this policy and that set forth in section 205 (a) above—— 


Senator Kerr. Now, that has to do with authorizing you to make 
contracts with municipalities and other water using agencies for the 
beneficial use of water for the purposes of reimbursement and esti- 
mating the value of that part of the storage in your tabulation of 
economic values against future demand? 
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General Person. Yes, sir; that is right. 

Senator Kerr. I think that the provision there, Senator Hruska, is 
quite clear. I will say this, that with reference to 205, my understand- 
ing of what the men in the House had in mind when they put that in 
there, and they made it quite clear to us in conference, and as you recall 
that one of the things which they advised us very quickly and very posi- 
tively that they were under mandate and could not to any extent agree 
to change, had for its purpose the maintenance of low flow, where 
such procedure was indicated as something that would be of general 
benefit to groups and, therefore, it would add to the elements of eco- 
nomic value which would be regarded as nonreimbursable. 

Senator Hruska. Off the record ? 

Senator Kerr. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Kerr. On the record. 

Senator Hruska. I would still suggest that if the Bureau, Mr. Chair- 
man, would like to comment on this section that they be given an op- 
portunity to do so; perhaps they have, I don’t know. 

(The comments referred to are as follows :) 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D. C., February 25, 1957. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, United States Senate, 
412 Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: During the course of testimony before your com- 
mittee on S. 497, an omnibus river and harbor and flood-control bill, the Bureau 
of the Budget was invited to submit written recommendations on section 205 and 
section 206 of that bill. 

These sections would authorize the inclusion of storage in reservoirs for low- 
flow regulation and for water supply. Under the terms of these provisions the 
beneficiaries of storage for water supply or low-flow regulation would be required 
to repay the costs allocated to such storage, with interest, within a period of 50 
years from the time that the project is first available for storage of water for any 
purpose, except that for low-flow regulation storage the costs would be non- 
reimbursable if the benefits are “widespread, general, and nonexclusive.” 

The Bureau of the Budget has recognized the need for general authority to 
include water supply storage in reserviors and has supported legislation to accom- 
plish this purpose in the past. A draft bill was recommended to your come 
last year by the Department of the Army as a substitute for S,. 2374 and wa 
subsequently introduced as 8S. 4206. The language of this legislation was aibo 
included in H. R. 12080 as passed by the Senate last year. 

We believe that the standards with regard to deferred water supply storage 
capacity and the imminence of its use as well as other provisions which were 
included in that legislation are desirable additions to the authority which would 
be granted by section 206 of S. 497. We would recommend, therefore, that the 
language of section 206 of the Senate-passed version of H. R. 12080 be substituted 
for section 206 of §. 497. 

With regard to section 205, we believe that in line with the Water Pollution 
Control Act, pollution abatement should be regarded as primarily a responsibility 
of States and local interests. We also believe that storage for low-flow regula- 
tions should be reimbursable under the same terms as storage for water supply. 
a therefore, recommend that section 205 be amended to make clear that low-flow 

egulation for sewage dilution shall not be used as a substitute for treatment 
works required under standards established by States under the Water Pollution 
Control Act and to provide that the costs of storage for low-flow regulation for 
pollution abatement or water supply be reimbursable under the provisions of 
section 206. 

We appreciate this opportunity to present our recommendations to your com- 
mittee on these two sections. 

Sincerely yours, 
RosBert E. MERRIAM, 
Assistant Director. 
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Senator Kerr. I will join you in suggesting to them that we will 
welcome any comment they care to make on any section of the bill. 

Senator Casg. Mr. Chairman, I would like to suggest that staff 
counsel with the Bureau and with the corps consider the possibility of 
making section 205 a subparagraph under section 206 and that such 
changes i in language as would make it appropriate—— 

Senator Kerr. 1 will tell you, my good friend from South Dakota, 
that I would like for him to discuss that. with the boys on the House 
committee before we went to the extent of doing that. 

Senator Case. The staff might do that. But it seems to me that 
section 206 clearly sets forth the policy and that paragraph (b) under 
that is in the nature of defining that policy where the purpose of the 
water is for a particular community, where there is a direct benefit and 
that another 

Senator Krrr. As I understand 206 (b) is where the benefits are 
identifiable and 205 is where they are not ¢ 

Senator Case. That is right. 

Senator Kerr. And under 205 it provides that they are authorized 
to do it without charge and under 206 they are authorized to take into 
it the value of the storage space where the benefits are identifiable and 
reimbursable. 

Senator Casr. With all due diffidence to that approach to it, it seems 
to me that paragraph (a) of section 206 states the policy, that para- 
graph (b) is an mate ation of the policy where the interests are iden- 
tifiable, that section 205 is an application of policy where the interests 
are not identifiable; that consequently it would be better construction 
if 205 were a subparagraph under 206. 

Senator Kerr. Well, if you will recall that the Senate put 206 in 

Senator Case. And have properly. 

Senator Kerr (continuing). And the House put 205 in and when we 
went to conference we strove valiantly—lI believe you were on that 
conference with me; Senator Hruska was—for hours and days to 
effectuate some such objective as that and the one thing with reference 
to which we met a stone wall was that 205 was untouchable. 

Senator Casr. It would not be touched particularly if you put it in 
its proper place in the bill. [ Laughter. | 

Paragraph (a) under 206 is the statement of policy and I would 
not have any letter there at all. I would just let that be the state- 
ment of policy and let paragraph (b) become (a) and paragraph 
205 would become (b). It would clarify the interpretation of it. 

Senator Hruska. Recalling the very decided attitude on the part of 
the House conferees in that bill I would suggest that there would be « 
lot of merit to the chairman’s recommendation that that be explored 
on a staff level for working out language. 

Senator Kerr. I think that would be very good, but the approach 
would be with them, if the Senator from South Dakota would agree 
to that. 

Senator Casr. I think we should coordinate with them. Your 
statement of policy in the first paragraph instead of the second, and 
205 is merely an application of nonidentitiable—— 

Senator Kerr. ‘That was not their argument. 

Are there further questions of Mr. Merriam ? 

Senator Nrusercer. I have a few questions, Mr. Chairman. 
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Senator Kerr. Very good, Senator Neuberger. 

Senator Neupercer. Mr. Merriam, I would like to ask you about 
the Yaquina Bay project, if I may. 

To begin with, was that one of the projects that figured at all in 
the President's veto of the original bill which was passed in 1956 4 

Mr. Merriam. Yes; that is correct. We had not received a report 
on that, Senator Neuberger. 

Senator Nevgrrcer. But I understand at the present time there is 
no objection on the part of the Bureau of the Budget to authorize the 
Yaquina Bay project. 

Mr. Merriam. Yes. 

Senator Nreusercer. Now, am I to understand this further that 
there has been some objection raised, however, to the providing of 
appropriations after, when, and if authorization is approved by the 
Congress and the President? Is that correct? 

Mr. Merriam. I think what we said was that here should be suit- 
able evidence that the industry was actually going in. 

Senator Neuprercer. To provide the tonnage and the cargo, is that 
correct ¢ 

Mr. Merriam. That is right. We simply suggested that the Con- 
gress make certain before the appropriations were made. 

Senator Nrvspercer. Now, the reason for this question are these: 
Several days ago I received a telegram from the vice president of 
the Georgia- Pacific Corp., that it is ‘their definite present intention to 
commence the construction of their pulp mill which will be located 
near Juneau, Alaska, about July 1, 1959, and to complete that mill 
about July 1, 1961, and that the preliminary engineering has already 
been finished for that project. 

Now, if the word of this company can be accepted would that not 
make it feasible that appropriations be provided to commence work 
on the channel and the bar at the mouth of the harbor if and when 
the project is authorized ? 

Mr. Merrtam. Well, sir, you say if it can be established. I don’t 
know what you are referring to, but certainly that is the kind of 
thing we had reference to when we made the suggestion. 

Senator Neupercer. Because you do realize that this is a $19,800,000 
project in its entirety ? 

Mr. Merriam. Yes, sir. 

Senator Neusercer. In this kind of undertaking—I think General 
Person will back me up in this—in this kind of undertaking, the 
whole amount is not undertaken in any one year. I am talking about 
Yaquina Bay, General. Am I not right in presuming that the total 
$19,800,000 required to deepen the harbor and the channel and to 
lower the entrance, to increase the capacity to take tonnage at the 
entrance of the harbor, that isn’t going to take place in any one fiscal 
year. That would be over the period of how many fiscal years for 
a project ? 

General Person. I would say 3 or 4, the planning money would 
be first appropriated and then the initial construction funds, and 
then I don’t know whether it would be a 2-year, or 3-year, or 4-year 
construction period, that would depend on the climate of the Appro- 
priations Committee. 
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Senator Neusercer. But a 4-year construction period—3 to 4 years, 
let me say—3- to 4-year construction period, after planning was 
financed would be reasonable for that type of project. 

General Person. I think so. 

Senator Neusercer. The point I am getting at is this. Let us say 
that the Yaquina Bay project is authorized, and I have no reason to 
expect that it would not be in view of the approval now given it, it 
still would not be until somewhere around 1961 or even 1962 that the 
improvements contemplated would have been financed. 

General Person. I would think that would be a fair statement. 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you very much. 

The only point I want to establish is that if the statement of the 
company can be accepted at face value, the contemplated tonnage and 
cargo between the new pulp mill in southeastern Alaska and their 
manufacturing plant at Toledo on Yaquina Bay will be available 
by 1961. We can accept the theory that completion of the Yaquina 
Bay project and arrival of their cargo would about coincide. 

The only point I am trying to establish is the justification for ap- 
propriations if and when the project is authorized. 

Mr. Merriam. You understand, of course, that we cannot make 
any future commitments as far as the Bureau is concerned because 
we have to consider appropriation requests in the light of the total 
picture for any one year. 

Senator Nreusercer. I understand that, but your statement about 
Yaquina Bay did raise some question from the Bureau about whether 
or not appropriations were justified even after the project is approved. 
Am I not correct in stating that? Did not your comments on the 
Yaquina Bay raise that point ? 

Mr. Scuwartz. We raised that question, Senator, but if, as we 
understand, the evidence has been furnished, it answered that par- 
ticular question. 

Senator Neusercer. I see; thank you very much. 

I would just like to ask 

Senator Kerr. Senator Dworshak, did you have a statement for us? 

Senator Dworsuak. A very brief statement, thank you, Mr. Chair- 
man. I realize that the committee does not have much time re- 
maining. 

It was suggested that I might make a brief statement in reference 
to the inclusion of authorization for Bruces Eddy Dam on the North 
Fork of the Clearwater River in Idaho. First, may I thank this 
committee for exercising its good judgment a year ago when it in- 
cluded authorization of this program in the omnibus bill which sub- 
sequently was vetoed by the President. 

I am particularly happy that this authorization is included in this 
bill although I did not plan to introduce the Bruces Eddy bill sep- 
arately for a few weeks until after the meeting of the Fish and Wild- 
life Federation in the National Capital early in March. I was not 
advised that the omnibus bill would include the authorization of 
Bruces Eddy but in view of the fact that it is in the bill I certainly 
urge this committee to keep the authorization in the bill when it is 
reported to the Senate floor. 

I am not going into detail on this, Mr. Chairman, A year ago the 
Bruces Eddy project was authorized in the bill on the basis of Docu- 
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ment No. 51 and a letter from the Secretary of the Army transmitting 
a letter from the Chief of Engineers, Department of the Army, dated 
April 25, 1955. That is almost 2 years ago. 

So far as I am concerned, Mr. Chairman, I stand upon the data 
contained in Senate Document No. 51 relating to Bruces Eddy Dam. 

Now, I appreciate that some misunderstanding and possibly some 
misrepresentation has arisen by virtue of the fact that charges are 
being made that I am trying to force authorization for construction 
of this project over the protests of fish and wildlife organizations, 
most of whom come from outside of the State of Idaho. 1 want to 
remind the committee that about 2 years ago when the report was 
submitted by the Army engineers recommending the Bruces Eddy 
Dam be authorized and constructed, I was able to get funds made 
available to the Federal Fish and Wildlife Service to work coopera- 
tively with the fish and game department of the State of Idaho to 
undertake studies for the first time of fish and wildlife resources in 
that section of the upper Columbia River Basin, and I did that in 
good faith, Mr. Chairman, so that we would have factual information 
available for the guidance of this committee and the — 

Now, those repor rts will be completed in about another year. I have 
here several copies of progress reports which have been ma diet am 
not going to put them in the record but I would like to quote one 
paragr aph from a letter dated July 6, 1956, written by E. C. Itschner—- 
and I am sure that you are all acquainted with the general—to me as 
follows: 

Former runs of salmon in the Clearwater River have been largely blocked 
since 1927 by the Washington Water Power Dam near the mouth of the river 
at Lewiston. Fishways installed in the dam at the time of its construction 
operated satisfactorily during periods when water was being passed through the 
spillway, but were not effective when water was diverted through the power- 
house. Recent attempts by the State of Idaho to restore the runs have met 
with very little success. An average of only 26 salmon have passed over the 
dam each year between 1950 and 1956, and observations during 1954 indicated 
no salmon passing the dam. 

Senator Kerr. Now, that is at a place on the river below the loca- 
tion of 

Senator Dworsnax. That is right, if the fish don’t pass that point 
they can’t get up to the area where the Bruces Eddy Dam would be 
located. Continuing to quote. 





The river sustains a relatively small run of steelhead trout amounting to ap- 
proximately 8,000 fish annually during 1950 to 1955. While no specific estimates 
are available, it is apparent that only a minor portion probably less than 25 per- 
cent of these fish pass the Bruces Eddy Dam site. 

In other words, Bruces Eddy is on the North Fork of the Clearwater 
River which also has a Middle Fork and a South Fork, so it is as- 
sumed that as these fish go up the main water only about 25 percent 
of them get into the North Fork. 

Senator Kerr. And the place where the 8,000 pass is below the con- 
fluence of the three? 

Senator Dworsnaxk. That is right, so it would be only 2,000 fish. 
And if 26 salmon entered the main river, obviously only 614 salmon 
annually would enter the North Fork of the Clearwater River and 
I realize that is an appalling fact so far as the propagation of fish 
may be concerned. 
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Now, I am not going to refer to any of these reports but I would 
like to read a letter written as recently as January 10, 1957, by Ross 
Leonard, director of the State Game and Fish Department ‘of Idaho 
to Dr. Ira N. Gabrielson, president of the Wildlife Management In- 
stitute in Washington, D. C. 

“Dear Gabe”—from Mr. Leonard, our State director in Idaho— 


We are happy to comply with your request for additional information about 
the elk in the Bruces Eddy Dam area. 

We have gone over our reports and asked the fieldmen additional questions to 
get as clear a picture as possible of the elk winter range in the area affected by 
the proposed Bruces Eddy Dam. 

There apparently is no really important migration route across the proposed 
inundated or pool area. The movement of elk in the area is largely along the 
paths of least resistance, to lower elevations, when deep snows push them down. 
There is some movement on the ice, after a real freezup, but this is believed to 
be merely local movement involving bottom lands on both sides rather than a 
migration to country beyond the main valley. 

Deep snow conditions were prevalant in late winter of 1956, when the surveys 
were made, but only about 11 percent of the elk in the North Fork of the Clear- 
water drainage were in or adjacent to the pool area of the proposed Bruces Eddy 
Dam. Actually only about a fourth of this 11 percent were below the high 
water line of the pool area, but probably all of this 11 percent would be below that 
line at times. 

Elk are increasing in much of the country adjacent to the pool area while they 
probably reached a peak several years ago in the upper part of the North Fork 
drainage well above the pool area. Hence it is probable that the country adja- 
cent to the pool area will have a larger relative importance to the Clearwater elk 
herd asa Satie in the future than in the past. 

We had the objective, in our investigation, of getting information from the 
entire drainage, rather than just the pool area, since we realized we would need 
the information for management purposes regardless of the future of the dams. 
At this time it appears that the Bruces Eddy Dam would have a less important 
effect on the elk than some people thought a few years back. There is no ques- 
tion, however, but that this dam would reduce the winter elk carrying capacity 
in the lower drainage considerably. (The Penny Cliffs Dam, on the other hand, 
would be a much greater deterrent to the future of major elk herds than would 
Bruces Eddy.) 

The foregoing skips the details, but I believe we have covered the major points 
involved from your standpoint. 

It may be possible for me to attend the North American Wildlife Conference in 
Washington in March. If so, we can discuss this and other matters at that time. 

Best personal regards. 


Now, without taking much more time, Mr. Chairman, I am calling 
attention to the fact that if this Bruces Eddy Dam is authorized it 
doesn’t mean that it will be constructed, it will take 18 months to 2 
years, according to the Engineer Corps to complete the advance studies 
and before the final report of the Engineers on Bruces Eddy is sub- 
mitted to this committee and to the Ci ongress, all of the reports cur- 
rently being made on fish and wildlife by both Federal and State 
agencies W ill be available and the only reason I have been pursuing my 
efforts with the support of this committee so far to get authorization of 
Bruces Eddy is to provide the funds to undertake these studies. 

Two years ago the chairman will recall I had $100,000 for advanced 
studies in the “appropriation bill for the public works bill, but the 
item was deleted because 





Senator Kerr. In conference. 

Senator Dworsuak. In conference it was deleted because until there 
is an authorization no funds could be made av: ailable to undert ake 
theses advanced studies and so I think if everybody is acting in good 
faith, and I certainly think they are, so far as Bruces Eddy is con- 
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cerned they will agree with me that when all of these reports are 
completed, probably within 2 years if this authorization is approved 
now, then the Congress can determine whether construction of Bruces 
Eddy shall be undertaken. 

If in the interim these reports should indicate that it would be 
unwise to build Bruces Eddy then certainly I would be the first one 
to say that there ought to be additional delay. It has been pointed out 
that we might wait now until all of theses reports are completed but 
why lose another 2 years? This recommendation was submitted by 
the Engineer Corps 2 years ago and I think there is little, if any, jus- 
tification to delay action now, say, for another 2 years. 

We can go ahead concurrently with the engineering reports and 
then at that time the Congress can make whatever decision it desires 
and on that basis I appeal to the committee to include the authoriza- 
tion of Bruces Eddy in this bill when it is reported to the Senate. 

Thank you. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you, Senator Dworshak. Are there ques- 
tions? 

Senator Neusercer. I would like to ask the Senator a few questions. 

Senator, you mentioned that most of the people protesting Bruces 
Eddy dam were outside the State of Idaho? 

Senator Dworsuak. Yes. 

Senator Neupercer. It is a fact, however, that your distinguished 
colleague in the Senate from the State of Idaho has asked that au- 
thorization be delayed, is that not true? 

Senator Dworsuaxk. Yes. 

Senator Neusercer. And when he came here before the committee 
he did submit for inclusion in the record a substantial number of 
letters and wires from people who do live in the State of Idaho? 

Senator DworsHak. Yes. 

Senator Neupercer. Is the Mr. Leonard whom you quoted, of the 
department of fish and game, the head of the same department that 
pointed out in quite an extensive report that Bruces tddy would have 
a substantial sateen effect on migratory steelhead runs? 

Senator Dworsuax. No; I don’t think—he is probably the same 
man, but I have not seen any such report. This letter from which I 
quoted or read was dated January 29 of this year, just a couple of 
weeks ago. 

Senator Neupercer. I am asking about fish because the report of 
the department of fish and game has indicated : 

The program of dam construction as proposed by the Corps of Engineers for 
the Clearwater River drainage would most certainly block and annihilate all 
runs of salmon and steelhead above the point of construction. 

Senator Dworsuak. I have admitted 614 salmon would be affected. 

Senator Neusercer. I am talking about steelhead. I think in 1955 
there were approximately 14,000 sea-run steelhead that passed over 
the low dam at Lewiston. 

Senator DworsHax. And went up into 1 of the 3 branches, the North 
Fork, the South Fork or the Middle Fork of the Clearwater. 

Senator Neupercer. Yes. 


ip een Dworsuak. Did you count the ones that went up the North 
ork? 
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Senator Neusercer. No; but I presume there is a substantial num- 
ber. You evidently did, because you gave a figure. 

Senator DworsHax. I quoted from a letter of General Itschner. 
Now the general calls attention to the fact that when a lumber com- 
pany built a few miles north of the confluence of the Clearwater with 
the Snake River, that dam in 1927, 30 years ago—— 

Senator Nrusercer. I know about the dam in Lewiston. 

Senator DworsHak. What are you going to do, go back 30 years ago 
and restore the damages ¢ 

Senator Neusercer. I am talking about steelhead. There are still 
a substantial number of steelhead that pass that dam at Lewiston and 
go upstream toward the various forks, the North Fork, the South Fork 
and the Middle Fork, which is the Lochsa and the Selway Forks. 

Senator DworsHaxk. That is why I ask for money to undertake these 
fish studies so we can have factual information available before the 
dam is constructed. 

Senator Neupercer. As I pointed out last year, you have taken one 
position regarding authorization of Bruces Eddy but another on Hells 
Canyon. We just want an authorization on Hells Canyon and you 
wouldn’t let us get it authorized. 

Senator Dworsuak. That is a political dam. You want to keep it 
alive for the next 50 years. You don’t want the authorization. 

Senator Neusercer. I am sorry you regard it as a political dam. 

Senator Casr. I would like to question both of you gentlemen as 
one who has once in a while tried to catch a few trout. I would like 
to ask why do you want to get steelhead up there if you could pro- 
duce brook or rainbow? Why do you want steelhead? I thought they 
were in the class of carp. 

Senator Neupercer. I regard the steelhead as a great fighting fish, 
Senator Case. 

Senator Casp. Do you class them with rainbow or with brown trout 
or with brook trout for eating ? 

Senator Neupercer. I have eaten a lot of steelhead. I enjoyed 
eating them. I regard the steelhead as perhaps more 

Senator Casg. Substandard ? 

Senator Neupercer. It is more of a flavor like a grayling or so on. 
I think that the steelhead—I am trying to remember a famous fisher- 
man that I talked to who caught them in the Deschutes and he 
thought it was one of the greatest experiences he ever had. Both 
the Clearwater and the Deschutes get them out of the Columbia. 

Senator Dworsuak. They lose all their stamina and virility by the 
time they get over your dams in the lower basin; by the time they get 
up to Idaho they are not as virile as your Oregon steelhead. 

Senator Casr. A steelhead has an attractive name but I don’t think 
it has an attractive flavor when it comes to eating. 

Senator Neupercer. Mr. Chairman, I would like to answer one 
thing. The distinguished Senator from Idaho referred to Hells Can- 
yon as a political dam. I want to point out to him that the 308 
report of the Army engineers recommended Clearwater River dams 
and likewise recommended Hells Canyon. I dislike thinking that you 
can both hold with the hounds and run with the hare. 

Senator DworsHaxk. You made that charge before, and I have taken 
the position that if one of the distinguished Commissioners of the 
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Bureau of Reclamation had not negotiated an agreement whereby 
supervision or jurisdiction of that part of the Snake River was tr ans- 
ferred from the Army engineers to the Bureau of Reclamation, possi- 
bly there would have been some more specific action taken a long 
time ago, but when that agreement was reached from that point on 
it became a political dam. 

Senator Neupercer. Well, I am sure the chairman doesn’t want us 
to extend the Hells Canyon argument, but I want to ask you this 

Senator Kerr. I am assuming that you are conducting this argu- 
ment with reference to Hells C: ‘anyon for your benefit and not for 
mine and on that basis I want to say that I neither encourage nor 
object. 

Senator Neupercer. During the discussion of Bruces Eddy last 
year on the floor of the Senate, I believe you had some disagreement 
with my distinguished colleague and with myself over the type of dam 
it would be. I believe if I am not mistaken that Senator Morse 
said in his opinion it would be a partnership dam and I think you 
pointed out that it would be a Federal project. Is that right or 
wrong? 

Senator Dworsnak. I stand upon the authorization that was con- 
tained in the omnibus bill then and now. 

Senator Neupercer. Will it be a Federal dam or a partnership 
dam? I think the committee at least ought to know that. 

Senator DworsHak. I stand on on the language that is in the bill, 
and that is a straight Federal dam. 

Senator Neusercer. In other words, Bruces Eddy will be a straight 
Federal dam, is that right ? 

Senator DworsHaxk. That is what the authorization is. 

Senator Neusercer. Well, I am asking you. 

Senator Kerr. Senator, may I interrupt there. I was going to 
ask the budget—I understand that the budget is objecting to the au- 
thorization as written because it is a straight Federal dam and not 
a partnership project. 

Senator Neupercer. That is what I am trying to get at, the dis- 
agreement between the distinguished Senator from Tdaho and the 
Budget Bureau. 

Senator Dworswax. There is no disagreement. The Senator from 
Idaho is not interested to the least extent in what the Bureau of the 
Budget thinks about Bruces Eddy as a possible partnership plan. 

Senator Neupercer. At least, whether you are interested or not, as 
a member of the committee I have a right to ask some questions. 

Senator DworsHax. Ask them, don’t ask me. As far as I know, 
the authorization would be for a straight Federal project. 

Senator Neunercer. That is all I wanted to know. That was the 
question I asked. I thank you for answering. 

Now I would like to ask Mr. Merriam, if I can, does the Bureau 
of the Budget think that Bruces Eddy should be authorized as a 
Federal project ? 

Mr. Merriam. No, sir, this is one of the six projects listed in table 
III in which we have recommended that they not be authorized at this 
time pending full exploration of the possibility of a partnership ar- 
rangement. 

Senator Nreupercer. Mr. Chairman, the reason I am asking these 
questions: It is a very pertinent question. This is what happened at 
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the great John Day Dam site on the lower Columbia River. That 
dam was authorized a good many years ago. 

Senator DworsHak. 1950. 

Senator Neuspercer. 1950, as a Federal project, but for the past 
4 years construction on it has been held up because the administration 
has insisted that it be converted to a partnership project and even 
though—and I would like to get this from General Person—even 
though all engineering and planning on John Day will be completed 
on June 30 of this year. Is that correct { 

General Person. Not all, sir, but preconstruction planning will be. 

Senator Nevpercer. That is what I mean. Preconstruction plan- 
ning will be finished. Despite that fact, the budget which was sub- 
mitted to the C ongress did not contain five cents for construction on 
John Day Dam as a Federal project. Isn’t that true? 

Mr. Merriam. Yes. 

Senator Case. Why? I would like to have Mr. Merriam’s answer, 

Mr. Merriam. Why there was no money / 

Senator Case. Yes. 

Mr. Merriam. We had several problems, Senator, which arose. 
First I would like to say this: I don’t think it is accurate to indicate 
that construction has been held up during the last 4 years because 
planning work has been underway, Senator Neuberger, and I don’t 
believe any construction could have taken place, regardless of what 
action anyone might have taken. 

Senator Casr. Did the Bureau of the Budget or the President’s 
budget fail to include five cents for John Day ‘Dam because partner- 
ship arrangements had not been worked out or that question had not 
yet been settled ? 

Mr. Merriam. Well, there are two parts on that. It is a factual 
statement that there is no recommendation in the President’s budget 
for construction on the John Day Dam. That part, I think, is a 
statement of fact. 

Senator Case. What is the reason ? 

Mr. Merriam. The reason is that in terms of the total budgetary 
situation of the Government as we faced it, and in view of the possi- 
bility of alternate methods of financing this dam, a partnership 
arrangement, it was deemed that this was not a project which the 
President would recommend for construction. 

Senator Kerr. For appropriation. 

Mr. Merriam. Yes; at this time. 

Senator Casr. And your position with respect to Bruces Eddy then 
is that in the absence of a determination on the partnership possibil- 
ities, the Bureau is withholding favorable recommendation at this 
time ? 

Mr. Merriam. That is correct. There was an application, as I 
think the committee knows, presented to the Federal Power Commis- 
sion and a preliminary permit issued for the two projects in this area. 

Senator Kerr. This project for Bruces Eddy ? 

Mr. Merriam. Yes; and if you like I will read a paragraph of our 
letter which pertains to this, or I can insert it in the record. 

Senator Kerr, That is up to Senator Case. 

Senator Casr. Well, place it in the record. 
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(The letter referred to is as follows :) 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
3UREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington 25, D. 0., May 12, 1955. 
The honorable the SECRETARY OF THE ARMY. 

My Dear Mr. SEcretary: This is in reply to Assistant Secretary Roderick’s 
letter of April 25, 1955, submitting a copy of the report of the Chief of Engineers 
on the Middle Snake River, Idaho, Oreg., and Wash., requested by resolution of 
the Committee on Public Works, United States Senate, adopted on October 5, 1951. 

The Chief of Engineers recommends authorization for Federal construction of 
Bruces Eddy project on North Fork, Clearwater River, and Penny Cliffs project 
on Middle Fork, Clearwater River, both in Idaho, at an estimated cost to the 
United States of $320,351,000. Annual benefits, carrying charges, and benefit- 
cost ratios for the two projects are stated to be as follows: 


| 
Item |Bruces Eddy|Penny Cliffs 

aa Sa i Se ile a | 

Benefits | 
Flood control s ieee ; : he $1, 725, 600 $2, 812, 800 
Navigation 943234335 ; 33 : 537, 000 271, 200 
Power. 8, 175, 000 10, 895, 000 
Recreation _ 45, 000 55, 000 
Gee JI Ue at fo 2... Stat ee .| 10, 482, 600 | 14, 034, 000 
Annval carrying charges______- 5, 209, 000 8, 151, 000 
SUDEP CONNOR. Len ccc ne ccc conch 2.01 | 1.72 





On the basis of the information contained in the report, it appears that about 
70 percent of the costs of the 2 projects would be allocated to power and 30 
percent to flood control and navigation. 

Under date of August 18, 1954, the Federal Power Commission issued a pre- 
liminary permit to the Pacific Northwest Power Co. for two projects in the 
Clearwater River Basin which, it is understood, would accomplish substantially 
the same purposes as the projects recommended by the Chief of Engineers. 
Subsequently, on December 31, 1954, at the request of the applicant, the pre- 
liminary permit was amended to exclude the Penny Cliffs development. The 
order stated that the investigation thus far conducted under the preliminary 
permit showed that the public interest would best be served by development of 
other hydroelectric sites prior to the development of the Penny Cliffs site. The 
applicant noted that there were indications that the proposed Penny Cliffs de- 
velopment might have an effect on the wildlife and fish in the area and that an 
adequate investigation to determine the effect of this impact might, occupy a 
period of time in excess of that allowed by the preliminary permit or any legal 
extension thereof. 

On the basis of this information, it appears that non-Federal interests have 
expressed a willingness to develop the water resources of these two sites under 
the provisions of the Federal Power Act and should, in the light of the partner- 
ship policies of the President, be encouraged to do so. Under the application 
covered by the existing preliminary permit, the Pacific Northwest Power Co. 
contemplates building the entire Bruces Eddy project. When the fish and wild- 
life proposals have been resolved it may also be interested in building the 
Penny Cliffs project. If neither of these proposals prove feasible after detailed 
investigation, it may be possible to adopt the alternative of Federal construction 
of the dams with installations of power facilities by non-Federal interests. It 
is believed that careful consideration should be given to these facts in your 
submission of the report to the Congress. 

Accordingly, while you are advised that there would be no objection to the 
submission of the proposed report of the Chief of Engineers to the Congress, 
authorization for complete Federal development of the Bruces Eddy and Penny 
Cliffs projects would not be in accord with the program of the President until 
the possibilities of local participation have been fully explored. 

Sincerely yours, 
Row.Anp Hugues, Director. 


Senator Neupercer. Mr. Merriam, I would like to elaborate a 
couple of minutes on a couple of things you said. You said that the 
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administration had not regarded John Day Dam as ready for con- - 
struction. I think it is correct that administration recommendations 
for planning money for preconstruction planning on the John Day 
Dam had been substantially less in each fiscal year than the Army 
engineers said they would be able to use. Is that correct or not? 

Mr. Merrtam. That may be, but the same statement applies to a 
great many other projects throughout the country. The Corps of 
Engineers recommendations have to be fitted into the total budgetary 
situation, and therefore there is nothing unusual about not granting 
their entire request, and no inference could or should be drawn from 
that, if it is true. 

Senator Nreusercer. Well, it is a fact, unless I have been completely 
misinformed. My rememberance of the last fiscal year is that the 
administrs ation budget recommended $500,000 for the ‘John Day plan- 
ning, when the Army engineers said they could use approximately 3 
times that much. 

General Person. I am told that the budget request for $500,000 
was increased in Congress to $1,250,000. 

Senator Neupercer. Was it a million two fifty? I thought it was 
a millian four fifty. Senator Morse and I protested only five hundred 
thousand and we succeeded in getting it raised, I thought, to a million 
four fifty, but maybe it is a million two fifty. We worked on it so 
long and I am not sure how it ended. 

Mr. Merriam. Senator, I think it should be made clear that the 
corps is given a lump sum for planning funds and they set the actual 
the individual allocations. We do not approve a specific allocation 
for a specific planning work. 

Senator Neupercer. Is that correct, General? I thought that the 
planning funds for John Day were a line item that were set by the 
Congress. 

General Person. Well, you are right and Mr. Merriam is right; you 
are both correct. The planning money is appropriated in a lump sum. 
We have legal authority to change it at will, but we always base our 
total request on a list which shows how much we plan to spend on 
each planning item, and we normally stick to that list as closely as 
possible. 

Senator Neupercer. And the original budget recommendation in 
the current fiscal year for John Day was $500,000, and increased by 
Congress to $1,250,000 or $1,450,000. 

General Person. That is correct. 

Mr. Merrtam. Senator, you can speed up or slow down the planning 
work on any project, there is no argument about that. We have to 
look at the overall situation. I realize that the Oregon projects are 
of specific interest to you; we also have 47 other States. 

Senator Neurercer. I understand. I would also like the record 
to show that when you mentioned the strained nature of the budget 
in allocating these funds that the John Day Dam would be part of 
the Columbia River power system, and that that power system has 
an outstanding record and is paying back to the Federal Treasury 
the money invested in it. 

I want to put in the record that there is a very fundamental question 
as to whether Bruces Eddy, if it is authorized, is a Federal dam or 
a partnership dam as the Bureau of the Budget seems to think it 
should be. 
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We have had for the past 4 years, nearly 5 years now, a profound 
controversy in the Northwest over this partnership as opposed to the 
Federal program. Without commenting as to the reasons, and they 
may have no relation, but if I am not mistaken, I think every Member 
of the Untied States Congress, virtually without exception from the 
Pacific Northwest, who in the past 5 years has come out for partner- 
ship, is no longer a Member of this body. 

Furthermore, I think every single governor up for election who 
had endorsed the partnership, is no longer in the statehouse in his 
particular State. 

If I am not mistaken, even the Republican Congressman, Mr. Mack, 
from the State of Washington on the lower Columbia River where 
the project would be located, has now come out for a Federal dam 
there, and even despite that your budget has not recommended 1 
cent in construction for the John Day Dam. So this is a very perti- 
nent problem in the 

Senator Dworsnak. Will you yield at that point? 

Senator Neupercer. Yes. 

Senator Dworsuax. That is why I am making this urgent appeal 
to your committee to authorize Bruces Eddy, so that the Army Engi- 
neer Corps, without further delay, can undertake advance studies 
which will require, according to the corps, about 2 years. You and 
I may not be here in 2 years, or 3 years, and the Budget Bureau may 
be under different jurisdiction at the time when a determination is 
made as to the actual construction of the dam. 

All Iam asking for is that we authorize the dam so that the Engineer 
Corps can go ahead and not delay us as in the past in undertaking 
these advanced studies. 

Senator Neusercer. The Columbia River power system, through 
the act of the Creator and nobody in politics, is the greatest system 
for hydroelectric power anywhere on the North American Continent, 
and for the past 414 years has been completely fogged down and 
choked off by this partnership versus Federal controversy, and that 
is the reason these are pertinent questions. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. Senator Case. 

Senator Case. I would like to ask a question and direct it to General 
Person first. 

General Person, in the recommendation of the Army engineers, 
with respect to the Bruces Eddy Dam, was there any qualification 
of the recommendation as to the feasibility of the dam ? 

Senator DworsHak. From the engineering standpoint ? 

Senator Case. On whatever basis 

Senator Kerr. On the engineering and economic feasibility of the 
report ? 

General Person. No, sir. We recommended—— 

Senator Kerr. Unqualifiedly. 

Senator Casr. Did you in that report recommend any special method 
of financing other than by general authorization ? 

General Person. No, sir. 

Senator Case. Then I would like to ask Mr. Merriam whether, 
when the letter of the Chief of Engineers was sent to the Congress 
submitting the report, was there any recommendation there by the 
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Bureau of the Budget for any modification on financing in its 
authorization ? 

Mr. Merriam. If I understand your question correctly, Senator 
Case, we recommended—— 

Senator Kerr. If I remember correctly, they came before our com- 
mittee in the hearings and supported a letter which they had written 
suggesting that the authorization be on a partnership basis. I believe 
that is correct, 

Mr. Merriam. I don’t know if there was testimony, Senator, but 
there was a letter which I referred to earlier in which we recom- 
mended that it not be authorized as a Federal project 

Senator Casg. Mr. Chairman, I would like to read into the record 
at this point a portion of a letter from Robert T. Stevens, Secretary 
of the Army, dated June 1, 1955, addressed to the chairman of the 
committee. 

The latter part of the letter says: 





A partnership arrangement, under which the Federal Government would 
build the dam and non-Federal interests the power facilities, could be devel- 
oped so as to conform generally as to previously proposed partnership plans, 
This would be accomplished by legislation essentially similar to H. R. 4662 for 
the Cougar and Green Peter projects. Under this arrangement, the participating 
company would finance the entire cost of the project allocated to production of 
power at site * * *, 

Then it goes on dealing with that, but the final paragraph reads: 


It is believed that the projects as recommended by the Chief of Engineers 
should be authorized at an early date. It is recommended that this be accom- 
plished by means of a partnership arrangement, preferably one similar in prin- 
ciple to that of H. R. 4662, as outlined in the preceding paragraph. 

Now, my question finally is, General Person, if we were to carry 
the authorization in the bill as it was carried in the vetoed bill, would 
the authorization be qualified by requiring it to be a partnership 
proposition, or would it be a complete authorization ? 

General Person. As it is carried in 8. 497, it is an authorization for 
Federal construction, sir. 

Senator Case. Thank you. 

Mr. Chairman, there is one other paragraph in the bill on which 
we haven’t had any direct testimony, and that is section 209, That is 
(he proposal for increasing or adding to the prior authorizations for 
the work on the Missouri River Basin that are undertaken by the 
Secretary of the Interior in the amount of $200 million. 

We have had no testimony from the Secretary of the Interior or 
the Bureau of Reclamation. I should like to ask that the staff call 
upon the Secretary of the Interior or the Director of the Bureau of 
Reclamation to supply the committee with a justification for that 
$200 million, and a breakdown of the application of the proposed 
authorization. 

Senator Kerr. A breakdown of where they would propose to spend 
it? 

Senator Case. Yes. This is in harmony with prior authorizations. 
The two agencies involved in this program have been going together 
as much authorized for the Corps of Engineers as for the Bureau of 
Reclamation and vice versa, and we haven’t had any direct testimony 
as to the need. 
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Senator Kerr. The staff will prepare the letter of inquiry and 
request the chairman of the committee to sign it for the subcommittee. 

enator Kucuex. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. Senator Kuchel. 

Senator Kucuet. I wonder if I might have the privilege of asking 
General Person a few questions ? 

Senator Kerr. If we are through with Senator Dworshak. 

Senator Neupercer. May I just ask one question of this further, 
not of Senator Dworshak but of Mr. Merriam, before we conclude, 
because the John Day project was entered into this situation. It is 
just one very brief question. 

The presses reported in the Northwest that the original draft of the 
budget provided construction funds for John Day. Is that correct 
or is it incorrect ? 

Mr. Merriam. The original draft? 

Senator Neusercer. When the budget was originally prepared and 
just before it was submitted to Congress, several papers reported off 
the record that construction funds were provided for John Day Dam 
and eliminated at the last minute. 

Mr. Merriam. In the first place, I don’t know what they are re- 
ferring to, Senator Neuberger, but whatever they may be re- 
ferring to—of course, the budget is what is submitted to the Congress 
and there are many figures which change, and I don’t think it is really 
relevant because w ‘hat the President recommends and what the Execu- 
tive stands on, is that which is submitted to the Congress. 

I would just like to add, if I might, that while certainly from the 
standpoint of the executive branch, it is regrettable that these argu- 
ments have taken place, I think the record should show that it is a 
two-sided situation, and that you do have interests who are prepared 
to develop the John Day Dam on an arrangement which would pro- 
duce the same dam that a Federal authorization would with the ex- 
ception that the cost would not have to be borne by the taxpayers. I 
think this cannot be overlooked, and whereas the administration has 
recommended one point of view, I think the fact that construction has 
at least not yet started is a result of two different points of view. 

Senator Nevusercer. Since you have raised this point, I might ask 
a further question. You paint a very attractive picture of partner- 
ship for John Day. May Ll ask why your partnership proposals apply 
only to projects where 21% mill power will be generated and not to the 
dams on the Colorado where it would be 6 to 9 mill power. There the 
public bears the whole cost, but where the cost of power is low you 
want to turn over the f: acilities to the private utility company. 

Mr. Merriam. I think it is very simple. In the first: place, despite 
all of the statements that have been made, I would like the record to 
show that, as a matter of fact, of the three projects which have been 
approved by this administration for partnership development, two of 
them are with public bodies. 

Senator Nevusercer. Who would be the partners of John Day? 
Wouldn’t this be private utility ? 

Mr. Merrtam. That hasn’t been determined. 

Senator Neupercer. But in the specific proposal thus far made ? 

Mr. Merriam. That is not quite correct. One of the suggestions was 
that it be a combination of private utilities, the other proy posal which 
I understand was given consideration was by a public- utili ty district. 
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Senator Neupercer. I do not have any public utility 

Mr. Merriam. There were no firm offers—Klickitat District was 
interested, as you know, I am sure 

Senator Neusercer. But that same district said in its statement that 
is preferred to have Federal construction; is that not correct ? 

Mr. Merrtam. That I do not know. 

Senator Dworsnaxk. Mr. Chairman, may I just point out for the 
benefit of the committee there is little, if any, similarity between John 
Day and Bruces Eddy so far as partnership is concerned. Is it true 
that John Day is a low- head dam without any storage ? 

Mr. Merriam. There is a slight 

Senator DworsHak. Well, I mean no storage for flood control or 
firming downstream power generation. 

Mr. Merriam. That is correct. 

Senator Dworsuaxk. And is it not true that Bruces Eddy is entirely 
a different dam which would impound a lot of water and that water 
would be used to control the potential floods as well as to firm genera- 
tion of power in downstream Federal dams? 

Mr. Merriam. That is my understanding. 

Senator Dworsnak. Is it not true that both General Sturgis and 
General Itschner frequently, and I will get the record if you want it, 
have testified that Bruces Eddy does not lend itself to a partnership 
plan by virtue of the fact that the dam does impound a lot of water and 
will be used to firm downstream power generation, it is entirely dif- 
ferent than a low-head dam on the river. Therefore, Mr. Chairman, 
is that not true? 

Mr. Merriam. Well, it certainly impounds floodwaters, that is cor- 
rect. I won’t agree with all of your conclusions from that. 

Senator DworsHaK. What part don’t you agree with? 

Mr. Merrtam. I don’t see, Senator Dworshak, that there is anything 
which would make a multiple-purpose flood-control project and power 
any less susceptible to partnership than any other. I agree they are 
different projects and one has more flood storage. 

Senator DworsHak. Are you aware of the fact that both General 
Sturgis and General Itschner have testified that that project does not 
lend itself to a partnership plan ¢ 

Mr. Merriam. I don’t know. 

Senator DworsHak. Do you know, General Person, or was that be- 
fore your time? 

General Prrson. The report, submitted by General Sturgis in April 
of 1955, in the last paragraph did not say exactly that, sir. It said: 





It is recommended that these projects be authorized for construction by the 
Corps of Engineers since a firm Federal authorization is essential to comprehen- 
sive water resources planning of the main control plan of the basin whether or 
not a partnership arrangement should subsequently be authorized by the 
Congress. 

Senator DworsHak. When I referred to what the generals had said 
I meant their answers to questions at hearings before the Public Works 
Subcommittee of Appropriations in the Senate and I can get that. 

Mr. Merriam. Senator, though, it is correct that the Secretary of 
the Army has recommended that a partnership development—— 

Senator DworsHaK. Now, you force me to say something that I am 
reluctant to say, if the chairman will permit me. This committee in 
its files has a copy of the first letter that Secretary Stevens sent to this 











122 RIVER AND HARBOR-FLOOD CONTROL ACT OF 1957 


committee transmitting the report of the engineers recommending the 
straight Federal construction of Bruces Eddy, and within 3 or 4 days 
that letter was withdrawn and a subsequent letter within a few days 
was submitted based upon a possible partnership plan. And I think 
the clerk of this committee can testify as to the truth of that statement, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Nevpercer. Mr. Chairman, just so the record is straight, I 
want to say that the major has just informed me that the planning 
fund for the John Day was the sum I said, $1,450,000. 

Secondly, I do not think the Senator from Idaho is entirely cor- 
rect, that there is no flood control at John Day Dam. 

Senator Kerr. He did not say that. 

Senator DworsHak. I said it was a low head. 

Senator Neusercer. With no flood control. 

Mr. Merriam. I think I indicated there was some. 

Senator Nreusrrcer. You are correct that downstream below the 
great high ramparts they are low-head dams such as Bonneville and 
John Day would be relatively low head but there is, as I understand, a 
substantial amount of acre-feet for flood control at John Day. 

Senator Kerr. I understood the Senator to say there was a differ- 
ence in the general characteristics of the flood-control operation of 
John Day and Bruces Eddy. 

Major Garrett. Sir, the project as authorized, the 1950 project for 
John Day, contained 2 million acre-feet of surcharge storage. 

The modified project contains 500,000 acre-feet of surcharge storage. 

Senator Neupercer. What is it at Bruces Eddy, about a million and 
a half? 

General Person. I might add that on John Day the Appropriations 
Committees were notified that our planning was proceeding on the 
500,000 acre-feet basis. 

Senator Kucne.. Now, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. May we have a word from Senator Cooper. 

Senator Kucnet. If itisa brief word, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. Senator Cooper has a brief statement he wants to 
file for the record today, and he will file a detailed statement in the 
next day or two to be placed at the same place in the record. 

Senator Cooper. Thank you very much. 

(The material referred to is as follows :) 





PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOHN SHERMAN COOPER 





I have returned today from Kentucky where I made a 3-day tour of the flood- 
stricken counties in eastern Kentucky, which have been designated as disaster 
areas by the President. 

The counties so designated are Perry, Breathitt, Clay and Letcher, lying on 
the Kentucky River and its tributaries, Pike, Floyd and Johnson on the Big 
Sandy River and its tributaries, and Harlem, Whitley, Bell and Knox Counties 
on the Cumberland River and its tributaries. 

Hundreds of homes and businesses in the county seats and towns in the disas- 
ter area have been damaged by this flood, as well as hundreds of homes and busi- 
nesses in the rural section. The damage will total millions of dollars, but the 
damage cannot be adequately stated, as several lives were lost, and it will be 
difficult for many of the residents of these river valleys to reestablish their 
homes and businesses. 

In many places the flood level was the highest in history, and along the Big 
Sandy River at the highest stage since 1862. 
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Accompanying me on my trip at times were Colonel Stann, district engineer 
from the Nashville, Colonel Skidmore from the Huntington, and Colonel Comm 
of the Louisville office of the Corps of Engineers. 

As a result of this tour, I am making certain requests and recommendations 
to the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of the Budget. Some of the projects 
to which I refer will undoubtedly be laid before this committee during this 
session of the Congress. I would like, therefore, to file a statement embodying 
the requests that I am making to the Corps of Engineers. 

Senator Kucne.. Mr. Chairman, first so there will be no misunder- 
standing, I wish to ask Mr. Merriam with respect to the message of 
the President in the Budget on the Oroville Dam which I read into 
the record and which suggested participation by the Federal Govern- 
ment in 1958 on the Oroville Reservoir, is it correct to say that at the 
time the message was prepared it was the Budget Bureau’s under- 
standing that the corps would be able forthwith to report favorable 
on Federal participation ¢ 

Mr. Merriam. Yes, that is correct. 

Senator Kucuen. Now, Mr. Chairman. I would like to ask General 
Person, first, do you have an opinion, General Person, with respect 
to the importance of the Oroville project as outlined in section 204. 

General Person. Yes, it is a very vital flood-control project which 
is urgently needed for that region as indicated by the fact that had 
Oroville and Bullards Bar been in existence in 1955 the $50 million in 
damage and the 40 lives would not have been lost. 

Senator Kucnen. And, General, can you state to the committee and 
for the record the position of the Secretary of the Army on the project 
again as outlined in section 204? 

General Person. Yes, sir. The Secretary of the Army commented 
on a bill introduced to authorize this project and commented on three 
objectionable features of that bill which authorized a fixed sum of 
$100 million, and which failed to provide for operation of the flood- 
control features of the dam in accordance with the Secretary of the 
Army’s regulations, and he further stated that if those objectionable 
features were corrected he would favor passage of the bill. 

Senator Kucuen. And have those objectionable features, General, 
been eliminated in the language currently in the bill as section 204 ¢ 

General Person. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kucuet. Now, do you have an opinion with respect to that 
section as to whether or not the interest of the Federal Government 
would be protected if section 204 remained in the bill and it was 
enncted ? 

General Person. We feel that they would, sir, in view of the fact 
that the bill as written requires that the allocation to flood control 
be established by the Secretary of the Army. 

senator Kucner. So that in your judgment the interests of the 
United States would be fully protected under the present wording 
of that section ? 

General Person. I feel that they would, sir, since the Secretary 
of the Army would have control of the amount which the Federal 
Government would contribute. 

Senator Kucnen. Can you estimate, General, the amount of time 
which reasonably may be necessary for the corps to complete the 
type of study he called for in section 204? 
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years, sir. We would 


“ 


General Person. I would say from 114 to 2 
hope to come closer to the 114 than to the 2. 

Senator Kucnet. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Thank you, sir. 

‘Senator Kerr. That will be all for this time and the committee 
will recess subject to the call of the chairman. 

I want to especially thank the men from the Budget Bureau and 
from the Corps of Engineers for their attendance and their patience 
and their very generous use of their time and energy. 

(The following material was furnished for the record :) 


STATEMENT BY UNITED STATES SENATOR JOHN STENNIS ON TOMBIGBEE FLOOD 
CONTROL PROJECT 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to reaffirm my special interest in 
and support of the flood-control project of the Tombigbee River and tributaries, 
Mississippi and Alabama. I take this opportunity to thank the chairman and 
members of the committee for their assistance in getting this project approved 
and included in the omnibus flood-control bill which was vetoed by the President 
last year. 

The critical need for this project was emphasized in the statement which I 
presented to the committee last year, and the serious flood which inflicted this 
area during the current year reemphasizes the importance of getting this project 
started at the earliest possible date. 

The Tombigbee project is one of the most important items in the omnibus bill, 
and, if approved, it will offer lasting benefits to over 595,000 people directly 
affected. The Corps of Engineers has estimated that completion of this work 
will prevent annual damage amounting to over $759,000 and will provide addi- 
tional benefits through change in land use amounting to almost $1.1 million 
each year, or a total annual benefit of over $1.8 million. 

The planned project will include over 534,900 acres along the Tombigbee 
River and tributaries, of which 192,000 acres are producing agricultural crops. 
At the present time, farmers in this area live in constant fear that floods will 
either partly or completely destroy their crops. The great risks and uncertain- 
ties involved make it extremely difficult or almost impossible to get needed 
credit to carry out efficient farming practices. Industries located along these 
levels are also suffering serious loss, and as long as these floods go uncontrolled, 
the development of new and expanded industries so badly needed to strengthen 
our local economy will be retarded. 

Mr. Chairman, there is one particular point that I would like to again call 
to the attention of the committee, and that is the unreasonably high share of 
local cash participation recommended by the Corps of Engineers. Most of the 
land affected by this project is owned by small family-sized farmers who are 
not financially able to pay the 29 percent of construction cost called for by the 
Engineers’ report. The local people are willing to contribute lands, easements, 
and rights-of-way necessary for the construction of this project. They are 
willing to provide at their own expense roads and other utility changes. This 
certainly seems to be a fair and reasonable contribution, and I strongly believe 
that a requirement over and above this level would seriously impair and possibly 
delay the completion of this project. 

S. 634, which I introduced this year and which is now pending before the 
subcommittee, completely eliminates the local cash contribution. I urge the 
subcommittee to limit the local cash participation to the least possible level. 
This project is long overdue, and reoccurrences of damaging floods are costing 
agriculture and industry in the area thousands of dollars each year. I hope 
that unanimous approval will be given to this legislation with special provisions 
which will enable and encourage the small landowner to fully participate in this 
project. 

The Clarion Ledger, Jackson, Miss., on February 4, 1957, carried a timely 
article illustrating the damage and uncertainties caused by Tombigbee River 
fioods in north Mississippi, which I would like to have inserted in the record at 
this point. 
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{From the Clarion Leader, February 4, 1957] 


SWOLLEN TOMBIGBEE Forces EVACUATION OF MANY DWELLERS—FLOOD REACHES 
EDGES OF ABERDEEN AND AMORY 


Hundreds of north Mississippians evacuated their homes as the swollen Tom- 
bigbee River crept relentlessly into the edges of cities and spread out over 
farmland. 

But, for the second day, new rains were either light or absent. The worst 
was over except for those areas downriver from the swelling flood crest. No 
deaths were reported. 

Columbus won a reprieve. The crest now is not expected to reach there until 
Tuesday. 

The Red Cross estimated 30 houses were evacuated on Aberdeen’s eastern edge 
as the level there rose to 41.47 feet, about 714 feet above flood stage at 34. 

The river climbed toward a predicted crest of 483 feet Sunday night but, 
because of the lay of the land, was not expected to get into much more of the 
city. 

Upstream at Amory, the water reached floor level in about 10 houses just 
outside the northern city limits. Residents commuted by boats and many of 
them seemed to be determined to stay overnight. 

The Tombigbee apparently crested at 30.8 feet, more than 11 feet above flood 
stage of 19, Sunday morning. It held that level through most of the day. 

The greatest damage, apparently, was being suffered by small towns built 
closer to the river edge and also by rural homes and farmland. 

The little town of Bigbee, across the river from Amory, had to evacuate about 
20 families, all of whom fled across the highway bridge to the homes of friends 
in Amory. 

At Aberdeen, Police Officer R. S. Reedy said the water covered large farms, 
including the George H. Crawford plantation, and that flood conditions were 
widespread downstream to Hamilton, Miss. 

Warnings were broadcast over radio station WMPA in Aberdeen that residents 
of the east edge of town, including both white and Negro homes, should evacuate. 
Youngsters helping carry people and property from endangered homes, happily 
raced motorboats up and down residential streets. 

The United States Weather Bureau at Mobile, Ala., predicted a crest of 33 
feet, 4 feet above flood stage, for Columbus. The river reached flood stage of 
29 feet at Columbus Sunday and already about 30 families had evacuated, either 
because of high Tombighbee waters or because of backed-up waters of Moores 
Creek. 

Mr. Chairman, I would also like to reaffirm my special interest in the section 
of the omnibus bill providing authorization for reimbursement of $44,000 to 
the Board of Supervisors of Jackson County, Miss., for work done within the 
limits of the Federal portion of development of the Dog River Cutoff. As you 
know, this project was authorized in Public Law 516, the Rivers and Harbors 
Act of 1950. However, funds were never authorized. 

As I pointed out to the committee last year, the urgency of this work made 
it necessary for the Pascagoula Board of Supervisors, after waiting several 
years, to initiate the construction of this project with the understanding that 
the construction was fully justified and that a refund would be considered 
at a later date. 

This project has been approved and authorized by the Congress, and the con- 
struction was actually performed under the supervision of the Corps of Engi- 
neers. Authorization for reimbursement of this important project is fully justi- 
fied, and I hope that this provision will have the full support and approval of 
the subcommittee. 


(Whereupon, at 4:35 p. m., the subcommittee was adjourned. ) 
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FRIDAY, FEBRUARY 15, 1957 


Unitep States SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
SvuBcOMMITTEE ON FLoop Conrrou-Rivers AND Harsors, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 9:45 a. m., in room 412, Senate Office 
Building, Hon. Robert S. Kerr (chairman of the subcommittee) , 
presiding. 

Present: Senators Kerr, Scott, Martin, Case, Hruska, and Rever- 
comb, 

Senator Scorr ( preening: The meeting will please come to order. 

Senator Martin‘ 

Senator Martin. Mr. Chairman, I would like to introduce Mr. 
Bane, of Pittsburgh, an attorney, who has some testimony to offer and 
also some statements. I think, Mr. Chairman, probably some of the 
statements are to come by mail. I am not sure about that. I would 
like to have those received. 

Senator Scorr. The statements may go in the record following Mr. 
Bane’s testimony. 

Senator Martin. Thank you. This is Mr. Bane, an eminent attor- 
ney from the city of Pittsburgh. 

Senator Scorr. We will be pleased to hear from you, Mr. Bane. 

Senator Martin. Mr. Chairman, this is Congressman Fulton, of 
Pennsylvania, who would also like to be heard. 

Mr. Bane. I know that Congressman Fulton has precedence and 
I would eon to yield to him. 

Senator Scorr. If he is like the rest of us he has a lot to do, so we 
will hear Congressman Fulton first. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES G. FULTON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA 


Mr. Futon. I am Congressman James G. Fulton. I represent the 
southern part of the city of Pittsbur gh, Pa., the city of Clairton. The 
district runs about 40 to 50 miles along the Monongahela and Ohio 
Rivers. It runs pretty far down the Ohio River into an area that 
would be affected by the building of this proposed dam on the west 
branch of Mahoning River. 

My position has been this: I have been interested in the rivers since 
during World War IT while in the Navy. Before that I had been 
a State senator in Pennsylvania. Because of that interest IT have been 
to the headwaters of all the rivers, up and down. 

Senator Scorr. It was necessary to go up and down at that time? 
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Mr. Fuuton. When I was in the war, they thought it was better for 
me to be in the South Pacific than in the Ohio, so they put me there. 
It has been an interest of that area, and not a narrow sectional interest. 

Being here I represent various railroad brotherhoods as a Congress- 
man, who are opposed to this, on the basis that it is a part of the 
proposed building of the Lake Erie-Ohio River Canal. Our brother- 
hoods feel that building the canal would be a competitive method of 
transportation to the railroads in that area, and we certainly have 
adequate railroads of every kind and description. 

The proposed loss of jobs might run ten to twelve thousand jobs, 
they have estimated, if such a canal is built at public expense and with 
Government subsidy. 

As a matter of fact, I am a Republican Congressman representing 
a Democratic area and endorsed by labor. I have an unusual position 
in that regard. 

In looking at this flood-control matter we must see that we look 
at these policies strictly on a flood-control basis. When it is flood 
control, let us call it that; and when it is not, let us call it whatever 
it is. 

If there is to be a water policy adopted for the whole area, I am 
one of the progressive Congressmen and I am very interested in a 
water policy, if it is flood control, let’s put it squarely on the basis of 
flood control and look at it. 

Last Sunday I spent the whole night in West Virginia and covered 
the whole of United States Route 19. That was blocked in three 
places by floods. I checked and saw the houses. The water was 
around the buildings and the highways were blocked. I watched each 
of these areas pretty closely to see that no areas were left behind. 

Last year I helped sponsor the building of locks so that in case of 
a national emergency, I am on the House Foreign Affairs Committee, 
the locks wouldn’t be damaged and put out of commission. That is of 
aid to West Virginia and Ohio chiefly. 

I am looking : at flood control on the rivers and v: alleys—Ohio, Mo- 
nongahela, Mahoning. Let’s look at each of them and find out which 
is falling behind and then bring them up to the point where the others 
are. That would mean in the city of Pittsburgh, maybe, that we 
should wait for other people because they have done all right by us 
above the city in building the Conemaugh River Dam and building 
us up somewhat. But we are not up to the point of Youngstown, Ohio, 
on flood control. 

In my own district we had serious flood problems. In fact, on 
August 6 and 7 there was a flood in my district. In western Pennsyl- 
vania the area was declared to be a Federal disaster emergency 
district. So that we do have these floods. But when you see the city 
that needs water for industrial uses placing its case on the basis of 
flood control, I think that is not a fair approach to the problem. Any- 
body who can show me in that area that they need flood control, I 
help them and go out of my way to do it. 

I am not here speaking just as a partisan person nor as a district 
person nor as an area person because I want the whole areas developed. 
The history of this project legislatively is an unusual one. 

I have a statement. I would like to give you the legislative his- 
tory of how this West Branch project was put last year in 1 the omnibus 
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bill and passed by Congress without there ever being in existence a 
report. 

It is an unusual history because the West Branch project was put 
into last year’s omnibus bill and passed by Congress without there ever 
being in existence a report of the Army engineers on the project. 
They got it in; no Army engineer’s report. 

In the entire history of the project the only time the opposition, I 
am part of the opposition, was permitted to be heard om efore this 
subcommittee in July 1956. No hearings were held by the Army 
engineers. No open hearings were held by the House Public Works 
Committee. And contrary ‘to my written request to that committee, 
I was never informed of the House hearing. 

What is wrong with the project when the ones interested in it can’t 
discuss it openly and when it is just pushed through like that? To 
me, I feel that each one of us who represents a district in those river 
valleys should say: “If you can show us that our district is protected, 
on flood control to a higher degree than the others, then we have to 
stand back of it and we ought to bring every one up on flood control 
at about the same rate of protection.” 

Likewise, we should be more broadminded than just being inter- 
ested in our own districts. This does affect my district because I am 
up above on the Ohio and on the Monongahela 40 or 50 miles, and by 
putting this in without adequate water control it will bring up the 
river a lot of this sewage that Youngstown doesn’t take care ‘of. The 
municipalities in our area are moving at our own expense to take 
care of our sewage. We are doing that. We are paying the expense. 
Why doesn’t Y oungstow n do it? ~My position on it is this: I am in- 
terested in Youngstown; I am interested on down the Ohio. I said 
just before you gentle ‘men came in that all night Sunday night I was in 
the flooded area in Clarksburg, W. Va., and : saw United States Route 
19 closed in three places. I saw the water up around the houses, saw 
it up around the business buildings and warehouses, and it happens 
almost every year. That is the West Branch of the Monongahela 
River. And nowhere in my district 

We people are interested in a good orderly progress in that area. 
We certainly feel it would be a setback for something to be labeled 
“flood control” when it is not. 

Senator Casr. What is it? 

Mr. Fuuron. Actually, it is sewage disposal for the city of Youngs- 
town, and let’s face, they dump their sewage in the river; and even 
their own Congressman, Mike Kirwan—look at his statement before 
the Army engineers—said it has a stench, it is yellow, and it steams 
like a geyser in Yellowstone Park. 

When we people along the river are doing much of that ourselves 
without throwing it on to the Federal Government—and, I might 

say, to the communities along the river above—we are proceeding 
to make it illegal in Pennsylvania to dump the sewage in the river, 
and we are cleaning up our streams. Senator Jim Duff and Ed 
Martin started the program of clean streams in Pennsylvania. And 
we are living up to it and we are paying the cost of it. 

As a matter of fact, up at Johnstown, Pa., when you come to the 
industrial usage, Bethlehem Steel Co.—it is not in my district, it is in 
Congressman John Saylor’s—the Bethlehem Steel Co. had to build 
their own water reservoir at their own expense. 
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Senator Case. Was this project in the bill when it came to the 
Senate last year? 

Senator Kerr. Yes. 

Mr. Fuuron. It was put in at the House level. Did you hear me 
read what happened over there? Let me read this history. 

The West Branch project was put into last year’s omnibus bill and 
passed by Congress without there ever being in existence a report of 
the Army engineers on the project. No Army engineer’s report. 

Senator Case. I heard you say that. That is what occasioned this. 

Mr. Fuuron. And no open hearings were held by the House Public 
Works Committee, and I wrote them asking for a chance to appear, 
and was not given the opportunity. 

Senator Casr. Did you say something about the project when the 
bill was on the floor of the House? 

Mr. Fuuron. I certainly was on the floor speaking generally against 
the omnibus bill at the time, stating that there were projects in the 
bill, this and others, that had not had adequate hearings. They had 
not had Army engineers’ reports; they had not had public hearings 
before the Public Works Committees. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, may I ask the staff if this project 
is among those on which the engineers have submitted a report sub- 
yom to the passage of the bill last year? 

enator Kerr. The engineers are here. 

Mr, Fuuron. I can answer that. There was a hearing held on 
December 17 in Youngstown, Ohio. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman, the clerk advises me that this is 
one of the projects where the report of the engineers is out with 
the States now for comment, and, accordingly, would not be among 
those cleared by the Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. Futon. That is the point. They have made a recommenda- 
tion. You see when we are coming to this place, I would like to 
call this to your attention, as a matter of policy these public-works 
projects are being cut drastically. Then the question is where we will 
put the economy funds to take care of the greatest need. So that 
when there is this threat of inflation we should lock at these particular 
projects carefully to see that what they are sponsoring they are ful- 
filling. 

Oe Bender night I was down in northern West Virginia helping 
them down there, and again an emergency area. This Youngstown, 
as to the chances of flood, you would have to have almost a Noah’s 
flood to hit them with flood damage. There is no doubt that by their 
throwing the sewage into the river that they certainly raise a stench 
around themselves. 

You say to me, “Fulton, why not clean it up for them?” I would 
say to you it comes with little difficulty to say to the rest of us along 
the river, who are proceeding ourselves at our own expense—bor- 
oughs, towns, little places—to put in sewage-disposal systems, clean 
up the rivers, follow Senator Ed Martin’s and Jim Duff’s policy of 
clean streams, and then below have the Federal Government move in 
and say, “We will clean your rivers up and put 15 or 17 million dollars 
in for one city.” 

If there is a water policy of doing that, then do it for all of us. 
But if there isn’t, don’t call it flood control. If the other areas are 
below Pittsburgh—and there are some—move for them first. When 
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I have a district that has been a Federal emergency district, declared 
by the Governor of Pennsylvania, and they move the Red Cross in 
last year, it certainly is upsetting when I am not even here to have 
somebody come in and say they want their sewage cleaned up. 

There is just an unfairness. 

Senator Casr. How does the project as contemplated accomplish 
the sewage-disposal rather than flood control ? 

Mr. Futon. What it does, it is what we call low-flow control. So 
when in the summer months there is not water they then open the 

reservoirs above and move the sewage away from Youngstown. But 

peculiarly, because these are pools—e: ach lot forms a pool—what hap- 
ens is that it will move it up the stream into Pennsylvania, so that 
co ba with a clean-stream policy 

Senator Casr. Do you mean it will back the water up ? 

Mr. Furron. That’s right. 

Senator Casr. Carrying the sewage backward up the river? 

Mr. Fuuron. Carrying ‘the sew age backward up into Pennsylvania. 

And we are the communities above there who are proceeding at our 
own expense. And if you like, I will put a whole plan of sewage 
operation in the record, where we are putting in tremendous sewage 
mains, and taking it down to a joint sewage disposal plant for many 
communities just ‘below Pittsburgh. But each of us is doing it. Each 
of us is contributing. 

Under Pennsylvania law we require clean streams and we require 
each community now to pay its proportionate cost of cleaning up the 
stream around it. 

But when we in Pennsylvania do that at our own expense, surely 
I sympathize with Youngstown, but I say to them, “Get busy just 
like we are.” 

If your committee wants to adopt the policy up and down the Ohio, 
the Monongahela, and the Allegheny, of cleaning up the sewage for 
all of us, do it for all of us. But under the guise of flood control if 
you look at each of us and say, “Sur e, F ulton, you had a flood but it 
may not happen again for a while,” I think the engineers will say 

Senator Casr. Let’s get one point clear. Do you contend that the 
continuation of the pollution of the stream below your area will, when 
the dam is constructed, contaminate the waters that are backed up into 
Pennsylvania ¢ 

Mr. Fuuron. Yes, I would answer that directly they will. They 
will come up as far as the Beaver River in Pennsylvania. The point 
is a little beyond that. My point is, treat us all alike. If it is flood 
control, look at it solely as flood control. 

Senator Case. Of course, the Congress did pass a water Pollution 
Control Act last year. 

Mr. Fuiron. The peculiar thing about it is that I was one of the 
chief sponsors of it on the floor of the House, and several—I won’t 
name them—Congressmen from Ohio were the strongest opposition 
to it. 

I was one of the strongest proponents of it, and the men from Ohio— 
you can see it in the hearings—were the strongest opponents of that 
kind of sewage control bill. If it is sewage Sauk let’s do it as 
sewage control. 

Senator Case. Let me ask you this then: If Youngstown were to put 
in a sewage control system, whether by aid of the pollution bill or 
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otherwise, would you still oppose the construction of this project 
which would impound waters that would back up into Pennsylvania ? 

Mr. Fouron. I will oppose it for this reason: I oppose it on the 
basis that it is not flood control; that it is making waters for in- 
dustrial use—— 

Senator Casr. Let’s not change the question. 

Mr. Futron. Then I don’t understand it. 

Senator Casr. The question is, if Youngstown adopts a sewage- 
disposal program that takes care of that matter, then would you still 
oppose the construction of a dam if it impounded waters that would 
back up on Pennsylvania ? 

Mr. Fuuron. No, not if it simply impounds waters that come back 
into Pennsylvania. I would not oppose moving the waters back up 
the stream. 

Secondly, I want the best transportation there can be on those 
rivers, although, as I have said to you earlier, Senator Case, I am here 
representing the various railroad brotherhoods who oppose the build- 
ing of this particular West Branch project dam on the ground that 
it is part of the Lake Erie-Ohio River Canal which will ultimately 
destroy 10 to 11 thousand jobs of railroad workers on transportation 
systems that are already adequate. 

There are already adequate transportation systems there for the 
railroads, and very adequate. And the question then is, is this really 
a step in fulfilling one of the major requirements for the Lake Erie- 
Ohio River Canal? Or is it flood control ? 

Senator Casr. Let us examine that question. Is there a flood prob- 
lem below the site of the dam that would be solved by the construc- 
tion of the dam? Let us leave the sewage matter out for a minute. 

Mr. Furron. No, there is no flood problem below the site of the dam 
that would be solved by the building of this dam. The reason is 
this: that the Mahoning River is a small river. And the problems of 
flood control along the Ohio are much bigger than any small tributary. 
So that you would have to look, for example, at the West Branch 
of the Monongahela River. You would have to go up the Allegheny 
River and find where the dam could be built which would give you the 
greatest degree of flood control per foot of building. 

Senator Casr. I assume that the details of that we ought to get 
from the engineers and probably will. It is conceivable, of course, 
that a flood-control benefit may exist by building dams on branches 
of main streams which retard the water so that the main stream 
channel can carry the waters which either come into it directly or 
from other branches. 

Mr. Furron. But the inference of you rquestion is this: Is it worth 
while to build this dam on the West Branch of the Mahoning simply 
for the purpose of protecting lower communities down the river 
against floods? 

~My answer to that is “No”; you can find a place where with the 
same money you can get a greater degree of flood control down the 
river. It isn’t worth while for that reason. 

Senator Case. That establishes your position. I was wondering 
whether you would concede that there was a flood-control problem 
that would be efficiently met if you left the sewage matter out of it. 
Apparently you are opposed to the project: on either grounds ? 




















ct 
a? 
he 
n- 


re 


RIVER AND HARBOR-FLOOD CONTROL ACT OF 1957 133 


Mr. Futon. No. I say “No.” It is not a flood-control problem. 
It is primarily low-flow control, industrial water, sewage removal, 
things of that type. And if the major portion of the benefits are on 
that basis then I believe the committee should say let’s look at it as 
a policy on the sewage-disposal bill that Congress has had before 
it. 

Senator Casr. Do you know whether the State of Pennsylvania is 
going to comment adversely or favorably upon this report which has 
been referred to it? : 

Mr. Fuuron. I couldn’t say. I have said earlier, I am a Republi- 
‘an representing a Democratic district and I am very grateful to the 
Democrats who elected me by 62,000 majority, but I can’t gage what 
the present Democratic administration in Pennsylvania is going to 
do. Governor Leader is our new governor there. 

Senator Casr. You wouldn’t—— 

Mr. Fuuron. I am representing really the railroad brotherhoods 
here, of this whole area, who strongly oppose it. 

Senator Casr. Do you have a water commission or anything of 
that sort ? 

Mr. Furron. We have a department of forests and waters in Penn- 
sylvania which looks after the things that are chiefly conservation 
and has the supervision of streams where they are not navigable. 
But as you know, Senator, earlier in Pennsylvania there were logging 
streams that are no more navigable with a skiff or a canoe right. 
now, but they are still considered navigable streams. 

Senator Case, I wondered if you had some commission or agency 
in Pennsylvania that will provide the comments upon this project. 

Mr. Furron. There will be comments from our Pennsylvania State 
government. 

Senator Case. They will be primarily from the standpoint of the 
interests of Pennsylvania? 

Mr. Furron. I am not speaking for the State of Pennsylvania, and 
I tried to make it clear that I am not here as a district Congressman 
from Pennsylvania, nor as a Republican or a Democrat Congress- 
man. I am here as a citizen of this basin saying that my feeling is 
that the policy should be set that we all be treated alike and the 
Engineers should look to see what percentage each of us gets on flood 
control, and what is the danger to each of us. 

Then when there have been people who have been rather adequately 
taken care of, let them step back and wait. Youngstown, Senator, 
the Youngstown area, is one of the highest degree of flood-control 
areas in this country. Possibly we should be looking further down 
the river, the Mississippi, and do much more for communities that 
are overflowed every other year. 

I can show you places in my district that are very regularly flooded. 
But the question must be looked at on a basin approach. And you 
must then say to various ones of us, “Although I have had a disaster 
area on August 6 and 7 last year, Fulton you have to wait because 
overall your basin is fairly well taken care of and the chances of 
your getting it again are not as great as some other person.” 

How can I in my district that has been a disaster area say to them: 
“Here is already Youngstown, up 50 percent, and we are flooded all 
the time,” and ask them to stand back? I asked them to stand back 
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last year for the Turtle Creek area—it is not even in my district— 
because they had had a very disastrous flood near the Westinghouse 
Electric plants. Many people had lost their jobs and communities 
were overlooked. And then next year all the southwestern com- 
munities in Pennsylvania got it. 

As I said to you, the communities on the West Branch of the 
Monongahela River in northwestern West Virginia, around Clarks- 
burg, where I spent the whole night checking, certainly should have 
some investigation made to see whether they don’t require flood con- 
trol ahead of Youngstown, Ohio. 

Senator Kerr. Are there further questions? 

If not, thank you very much, Congressman. 

(The prepared statement and attachments of Congressman James 
G. Fulton, of Pennsylvania are as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN JAMES G. FULTON 


I am Congressman James G. Fulton of Pennsylvania, representing the 27th 
Congressional District. This district is located on the outskirts of Pittsburgh. 
It starts above Clairton on the Monongahela River, goes down along the Monon- 
gahela many miles to the Ohio River and then on down to the edge of Aliquippa, 
so I come almost into the area of the Beaver River which will take the brunt of 
the West Branch project. As a Representative of the people and industries of 
this district, I feel compelled to state to you my strong opposition to the West 
Branch project and ask you to remove it from Senate bill 497. 

I have a good deal of experience in matters of this nature and am well ac- 
quainted with the background of this particular project. I am at present, as 
well as a Congressman, an attorney at law and have dealt with problems of 
this sort even in the Youngstown area. I have had much to do with the Army 
engineers and have accompanied them to the headwaters of both the Mononga- 
hela and Allegheny Rivers on studies and I have been down the Ohio River and 
have discussed with them many of the water problems in this area. You can 
see that I am making this statement not as a politician but as one who is inter- 
ested and is experienced in this kind of a subject. 

It is my position that the Federal Government should be concerned with this 
project only if it is actually a flood-control project. It must be of broad public 
interest and must be relative to the flood control given to other areas. 

Of all the large industrial sites in this country, Youngstown now enjoys prob- 
ably the highest existing degree of flood control. Millions of dollars have been 
spent to protect Youngstown from floods. The authorities on the subject who live 
in Youngstown and work there recognize that years ago the problem of flood con- 
trol was solved by construction of Berlin, Milton, and Mosquito Dams. 

If no flood control is needed, then why are the Youngstown interest pushing 
this project? It is because 3 or 4 private industries in Youngstown need more 
and cooler water. It is because the city of Youngstown has not complied with 
Ohio law in the treatment of its sewage, but has been dumping its raw sewage 
into the Mahoning River. It is because the water supplied by West Branch will 
wash this sewage out of the State of Ohio into the Beaver River which is wholly 
in my State of Pennsylvania, where we have for years been working earnestly 
and diligently to clean up our streams and rivers. I strongly object to this. 

We in this industrial valley do have the problem of getting water, but our 
individual communities have solved their own water-supply problems. Bethle- 
hem Steel Co. in Johnston, Pa., has built its own reservoir and there are various 
steel companies in these areas which have taken care of their own industrial 
needs. That, certainly, is not a primary responsibility of the Government. 

This project alone is not justifiable. As a part of the proposed Lake Erie- 
Ohio River Canal, it would be necessary. The people behind the project state 
that West Branch has nothing to do with the canal, yet one has only to read 
the district engineer’s report to see that low-flow augmentation of the Mahoning 
River (part of the canal) is listed as one of the primary benefits of the project. 
A further water supply is a necessity for a canal. There is no doubt that West 
Branch, if built, would be an important part of the proposed canal. Yet, years 
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ago, Congress condemned the canal as an unfair project. The Interstate Com- 
merce Commission condemned it because of its effect upon the national trans- 
portation system. The Corps of Army Engineers condemned it as being uneco- 
nomical and unjustified. Now, in view of this past record, should the Federal 
Government build a key link in this canal under the guise of flood control? IL 
say emphatically “No.” 

Next I would like to point out to you the legislative history of this project. 
The West Branch project was put into last year’s omnibus bill and passed by 
Congress without there ever being in existence a report of the Army engineers on 
the project. In the entire history of the project the only time the opposition was: 
permitted to be heard was before this subcommittee in July 1956. No hearings: 
were held by the Army engineers. No open hearings were held by the House 
Public Works Committee. Contrary to my written request, I was never informed 
of the House hearing. What is wrong with the project that it can’t be discussed 
openly ? 

The omnibus bill was vetoed by the President, one of his reasons being that 
the orderly procedures set forth in the applicable laws were not followed as 
to a number of projects. In his veto message, he requests that a careful, 
orderly review of those projects be undertaken. Has this been done and does 
the present omnibus bill comply with his recommendations? 

The report of the Army engineers on the West Branch Mahoning River project 
has not been submitted to Congress; it has not been submitted to the Bureau 
of the Budget; it has been in the hands of the Governor of my State for less 
than a month. Yet, the project is included in Senate bill 497. Certainly it is 
not the orderly procedure mentioned in the President’s veto message for Con- 
gress to act on a project for which they have received no report from a vitally 
affected State as to its views or from the Bureau of the Budget as to its views. 
This procedure is directly contrary to the veto message where the President 
says that “it is necessary that the views of affected States be given adequate 
consideration in formulating proposals for water resources projects.” 

If this project is now included in the omnibus bill and passed, Congress will 
have violated the Flood Control Act of 1944 which requires that the governor 
of each affected State shall have at least 90 days within which to consider the 
Chief of Engineers report before the Chief of Engineers shall recommend any 
project to Congress. Congress will have also acted contrary to the specific 
request of the President. Such action will place in jeopardy the entire omnibus 
bill, which includes many worthwhile and necessary projects. In concluding, I 
would like each member of this subcommittee to consider carefully whether the 
inclusion of West Branch Mahoning River project in the omnibus bill is worth 
the risk of placing the entire omnibus bill in danger. 


BROTHERHOOD OF RAILWAY AND STEAMSHIP CLERKS, 
FREIGHT HANDLERS, EXPRESS AND STATION EMPLOYEES, 
PirTsBURGH & LAKE ERIE RAILROAD SYSTEM BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT, 
Pittsburgh 22, Pa., December 12, 1956. 
Hon. JAMres G. FULTON, 
Room 502-L, Federal Building, 
Pittsburgh 19, Pa. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN FULTON: Information has come to us recently that the 
Board of Army Engineers are holding a public hearing on Monday, December 
17, 1956, at 9:30 a. m., in the Trinity Methodist Church at Youngstown, Ohio, 
to review a proposal to construct a large reservoir, costing over $20 million, on 
the West Branch of the Mahoning River, southeast of Ravenna, Ohio, presum- 
ably as a flood-control measure. 

The idea of building this reservoir first turned up on one of the plans to 
build the Ohio River-Lake Erie Canal and it certainly will be an important part 
of the canal, if it is ever built. 

It is our thought that this new proposal is only another attempt by the pro- 
ponents of the Ohio River-Lake Erie Canal, to receive that project under the 
guise of a flood-control measure and our people are deeply concerned, as our 
means of continued employment are dependent on the defeat of subsidized 
waterways. 

As you must know, our brotherhood represents railroad employees all over 
the country and according to our latest figures, over 10,000 members of our 
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brotherhoods now work on the lines which have always carried to the Mahoning 
Valley steel mills both the iron ore they receive from lake ports and the coal 
they get from mines located mostly in Pennsylvania, southern Ohio and West 
Virginia. 

We all know that if the Federal Government builds and pays for a canal to 
give the steel companies free transportation, at the taxpayers’ expense, of the 
millions of tons of ore, coal and other traffic that our railroads now Carry, a 
great majority of our members will lose jobs on which they have spent many 
years of their lives. 

Our purpose in writing you, is to urge your presence at the coming hearing 
as we well remember your direct contribution in our behalf when you opposed 
the construction of the Ohio River-Lake Erie Canal in November 1948 before 
the hearings held by the Board of Army Engineers in Pittsburgh. 

As our interest is the preservation of the jobs of our membership, your further 
efforts in their behalf will be deeply appreciated. 

Very truly yours, 
R. J. Mauer, General Chairman. 


BROTHERHOOD OF RAILWAY AND STEAMSHIP CLERKS, 
FREIGHT HANDLERS, EXPRESS AND STATION EMPLOYEES, 
PENNSYLVANIA RAILROAD SYSTEM Boarp OF ADJUSTMENT, 
Pittsburgh 22, Pa., December 13, 1956. 
Subject: Lake Erie and Ohio River Canal. 
Hon. JAMES G. FULTON, 
Room 502-L, Federal Building, Pittsburgh 19, Pa. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN FULTON: We have just been informed that on next Mon- 
day, December 17, 1956, at 9: 30 a. m., the Board of Army Engineers plans to hold 
a public hearing at the Trinity Methodist Church in Youngstown on a project to 
build a large reservoir costing over $12 million on the West Branch of the Mahon- 
ing River, southeast of Ravenna, Ohio. 

This reservoir was originally part of the plans to build the Ohio River-Lake 
Erie Canal and it certainly will be an important part of the canal if it is ever 
built. There is some discussion about flood control, but for years there has been 
very little trouble with floods in the Youngstown district. 

This project seems to be a “back door” entrance to the Ohio River-Lake Erie 
Canal, which project you opposed at the hearings before the Board of Army 
Engineers for Rivers and Harbors held at Pittsburgh in November 1948. 

The canal will probably be a “good deal” for the big steel companies in the 
Youngstown district, but it would be a terrible blow to our members and their 
families. We can see no reason or fairness in any scheme that helps the steel 
companies at such a cost to these working men and their families. 

We all know that if the Federal Government builds and pays for a canal to 
give the steel companies free transportation, at the taxpayers’ expense of the mil- 
lions of tons of ore, coal, and other traffic that our railroads now carry, a great 
majority of our members will lose jobs on which they have spent many years of 
their lives. 

In view of your opposition to the Ohio River-Lake Erie Canal in the past, we 
sincerely hope you intend to oppose the present proposal at the coming hearing 
and as the representative of hundreds of railroad employees whose job security 
will be vitally affected if this project should be approved and completed, we 
solicit your always able support in defeating this undertaking. 

Yours truly, 
S. V. W. Loenr, General Chairman. 


BrorHERHOoD OF RAILWAY AND STEAMSHIP CLERKS. 
FREIGHT HADLERS, EXPRESS AND STATION EMPLOYEES, 
BAttrMore & Onto System Boarp or ADJUSTMENT, 
Baltimore 17 Md., December 14, 1956. 
Hon. JAMEs G. FULTON, 
Room 502-L Federal Building, Pittsburgh 19, Pa. 

DeAR CONGRESSMAN FUuLTon: According to newspaper reports there appears 

to be a move on again to revive the Ohio River-Lake Erie Canal by building a 
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flood-control project on the West Branch of the Mahoning River, southeast of 
Ravenna, Ohio. 

We have just recently learned that on Monday, December 17, 1956, at 9:50 
a. m., the Board of Army Engineers plan to hold a public hearing at the Trinity 
Methodist Church in Youngstown in connection with a proposal to build a large 
reservoir costing over $12 million. The idea of building this reservoir first 
turned up on one of the plans to build the canal, and it certainly will be an 
important part of the canal if it is ever built. There is talk about flood control, 
but for years we have had very little trouble with floods in the Youngstown 
district, and it is clear to us that the reservoir is intended to be another step 
toward building the canal. 

A canal would probably be a fine thing for the big steel companies in the 
Youngstown district, but it would be a terrible thing for our members and 
their families. We can see no reason or fairness in any scheme that helps the 
steel companies at such a cost to us. 

We all know that if the Federal Government builds a base for the canal to 
give steel companies free transportation at the taxpayers’ expense of the mil- 
lions of tons of ore, coal, and other traffic that railroads now carry, a great 
majority of us will lose jobs on which we have spent many years of our lives. 

In view of the fact that project is a “back door” entrance to the Ohio River- 
Lake Erie Canal, and remembering the fine job you did in opposing that project 
in November 1948 at the Board of Army Engineers hearing held in Pittsburgh, 
we are hopeful that you will be able to attend the hearing next Monday and 
oppose this new proposal. 

Our interest is the preservation of our jobs and your assistance in this con- 
nection will be greatly appreciated. 

Very truly yours, 
E. J. HoFFMAN. 





3ROTHERHOOD OF RAILWAY AND STEAMSHIP CLERKS, 
FREIGHT HANDLERS, EXPRESS AND STATION EMPLOYEES, 
ERIE SYSTEM BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT, 
Cleveland 14, Ohio, December 14, 1956. 
Subject: Competition: Lake Erie-Ohio River Canal. 
Hon. JAMES G. FULTON, 
Congressman, Room 502L Federal Building, Pittsburgh 19, Pa. 

Dear Mr. Furron: Your attention is directed to the hearings scheduled for 
Youngstown, Ohio, on Monday, December 17, 1956, in the Trinity Methodist 
Church to consider the construction of a reservoir on the west branch of the 
Mahoning River in Ohio. The estimated cost of this reservoir is approximately 
$12 million and is alleged to be a flood-control project. 

Actually this project appears to be a revival of the Lake Hrie-Ohio River Canal 
project which you so ably opposed on behalf of the many railroad employees who 
would be adversely affected by its construction. We believe that it is intended 
to do piecemeal what the vested interest in the Ohio-Pennsylvania territory could 
not do wholesale when the project was proposed by the Board of Engineers for 
Rivers and Harbors in 1948. 

With the tax burden already reaching unprecedented levels and with con- 
struction costs as they are today with the possible shortage of manpower, with 
the proposed construction designed to benefit only certain interests not counting 
the hazards resulting therefrom, it would, in our judgment, necessitate the 
granting of subsidies to the benefit of only a few and to the detriment of 
thousands of individuals who would be adversely affected thereby. There are 
many other things that could be said in opposition to the project with which you 
are fully familiar, and on behalf of the Eastern Regional Association, represent- 
ing all of the railroads in the eastern region on which this organization holds 
contracts, may I count upon you to use your good office to oppose this project. 

Respectfully submitted. 
EASTERN REGIONAL ASSOCIATION, 
J. J. SCHREUR, 
Chairman, Policy Committee. 


Senator Kerr. Is Congressman David Dennison of Ohio here ? 
(No response. ) 
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Senator Kerr. With the indulgence of the committee I am going to 
rmit the Assistant Surgeon General and Chief Sanitary Engineer, 
Mr. Hollis, of the Public Health Service, to testify at this time on 
sections 205 and 206, Senator Case, in which you are interested, because 

he has another meeting that he must attend. 


STATEMENT OF MARK D. HOLLIS, ASSISTANT SURGEON GENERAL 
AND CHIEF SANITARY ENGINEER, PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE 


Mr. Hotxits. My name is Mark D. Hollis, Assistant Surgeon Gen- 
eral, Chief Sanitary Engineer of the Public Health Service. 

I appreciate very much this opportunity to appear before the com- 
mittee with respect to sections 205 and 206 of S. 497. 

Across the Nation, our water resource is a problem of top priority. 
Available supplies are being increasingly taxed. In many areas, 
water shortages already threaten to halt further expansion. The 
quality of water is also of major concern. The water problem is one 
of increasing demands, seasonal shortages, floods, and pollution. 

At present municipal uses average 140 gallons of water per capita 
per day ; formerly domestic use was sonly 20 gallons per day per capita. 

The water that goes into industrial production of things we eat and 
wear and use raises the national per capita requirement | to 1,300 gal- 
lons per day. 

Senator Kerr. Will you give us what that was in 1850? 

Mr. Hous. I cannot. 

Senator Kerr. Will you get it? 

Mr. Houxis. I will get it if that figure is available and supply it 
for the record. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman, you will recall General Sturgis told 
us that since the turn of the century the amount of water required was 
multiplied by four. There was an increase in population by a dou- 
bling, so the water requirement was still twice the original basis. 

Senator Kerr. I think it is more than that. That is the reason 
I want to get this into the record. 

Mr. Ho.uis. We have it. 

Senator Case. I think a table on that would be helpful. 

Senator Kerr. I think it would be good if you donk put into the 
record a table showing both the domestic- or municipal-use require- 
ments and the overall requirements. 

Senator Case. And then, if there could be one column that would 
show the population figures, it would still show a growth in water 
demand exceeding the growth of the population. 

Senator Kerr. That is per capita. 

Mr. Hotx1s. We will be glad to do that. 

(The information requested is as follows :) 


| 
| 





; 
| 
| 
| 
| 





RIVER AND HARBOR-FLOOD CONTROL ACT OF 1957 139 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, WATER SUPPLY AND WATER 
POLLUTION CONTROL PROGRAM, DIVISION OF SANITARY ENGINEERING SERVICES, 
UNITED STATES PusBLIC HEALTH SERVICE, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Municipal water consumption 
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! 
Billion gallons Population | Gallons per 
per day | served capita per 
| | (millions) day 

at Baba A: = bys DE _| Lesy., 
1930 gigs ers. 24 8.5 | 71 120 
1940 11.0 82 | 134 
1950 13.5 99 | 137 
BA chad thing na sasbgdatenincae’ 16. 1 115 | 140 
1975 ‘ ‘ 22. 0 140 | 157 


~~ sources used in deriving the table are: 
The President’s Materials Policy Commission: Resources for Freedom; vol. 1, Government Printing 
billie: Washington, D. C., June 1952. 
2. U. Ss. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare: Statistical Summary of Water Supply and 
= reatment Practices in the United States; Publication No. 301, Government Printing Office, Washington, 
». C., 1953. 
3, U. 5. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare: Public Health Service; Inventory of Municipal 
Wi: a Facilities for Larger Communities; Washington, D. C., 1954. 
4. U. 8. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Public Health Service; Municipal Water Facili- 
ties Conimanitie of 25,000 Population and Over; Washington, D. C., 1954. 
5. U. 8, Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Public Health Service: Municipal Water Facili- 
ties ¢ ommunities of 25,000 Population and Over; Washington, D. C., 1955. 
6. U. 8. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Public Health Service: Factors Influencing Per 
Capita Water Consumption; to be published. 


Mr. Houuis. By 1975 these water demands are expected to increase 
by another 50 percent. 

Senator Kerr. You mean the per capita demands / 

Mr. Hoxuis. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Does that statement take into account what you 
anticipate there will be in increased popalation per capita ? 

Mr. Honus. It does. I will correct myself. Computed in that 
figure is the anticipated population growth. 

Senator Kerr. Then let your table show your forecast in both re- 
gards there. 

Mr. Hous. Fine, sir. This is important because we need both safe 
water and enough of it. 

To meet future water needs will require a variety of conservation 
practices. Among these is the impoundment of floodwaters to even 
out stream flows, and the prevention and control of water pollution. 
From a health standpoint water pollution control is essential to permit 
safe reuse of the water as streams flow from city to city. And even 
now 90 million people depend on surface streams for their drink- 
ing water. 

‘Last year Congress extended and strengthened the Federal Water 
Pollution ¢ ‘ontrol Act, Public Law 660, 84th Congress. This act re- 
tains in the States the primary res onsibility to control water pollu- 
tion. It includes authority for the Public Health Service to carry out 
a cooperative program of research, technical services and financial 
aid. This program is now underway. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, may I interrupt? 

Senator Kerr. Yes. 

Senator Case. Our clerk, Mr. Mutz, has just handed me a table 
showing estimated United States population, estimated ‘use from 1900 
on to 1975, by 10-year periods. It may be that that table will describe 
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what we have in mind. I suggest that this table be incorporated in 
the record following the statement of Mr. Hollis, and be made avail- 
able to him so that if he wants to utilize that or make any adjustments 
he may do so. 

Senator Kerr. That is very good. This table, however, does not 
conform to what Mr. Hollis has just told us in the matter of munici- 
pal uses per day. At present he told us it was 150 gallons and that 30 
years ago it was 20 gallons. 

Mr. Hots. Average. 

Senator Kerr. Did you mean 20 gallons less or 20 gallons? 

Mr. Hotuis. At the turn of the century, domestic water consump- 
tion was a little more than 20 gallons per capita per day on an average 
across the Nation, including both urban and rural population. 

Senator Kerr. This table shows that in 1930 it was 113 gallons, per 
capita, per day. i 

Senator Case. That included irrigation? 

Senator Kerr. No, per capita municipal. That is the third tabula- 
tion across the page from the bottom. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, let us have the staff clerk say who 
worked this table up. 

Mr. Mourtz. I obtained that from Mr. Picton, I believe. 

Senator Kerr. I might say to my friend that I have been trying 
to get accurate information on this subject for years. I have received 
what I have felt to be the best estimates available from the sources 
to whom inquiry was made, and yet I find the same wide divergence of 
information as appeared between the statement of the witness and 
the figure on this table. 

Senator Case. Probably we had better have both tables put in. 

Senator Kerr. I think that would be very good. I would like to 
have the witness document his table with footnotes, giving references 
to the sources from which the information was obtained. 

Mr. Ho tis. I will, sir. 

(The information requested is as follows :) 


Total water use, 1900-1975 





| | 
| Billion gallons | Population! of| Gallons per 





per day | United States capita per 
| (millions) day 
| 
| | | 
Pinas vkburdg sed suns dso ap pide ~ eee nadesreenes onmee | 41 76 | 540 
ie ed edswnuntubtbhes citese Sees bow cata bSeregedigtiewts 3 185 151 | 1, 220 
De eskubeshnw adcileny tudentyehsornes nn asia seit a 3 350 7 i, 670 


Sources used in deriving this table are: 

1U.S8. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census: 1950 United States Census of Population, United 
States Summary. Number of Inhabitants; Government Printing Office, Washington, D. C.. 1952. 

2 American Water Works Association: Water Works Practice; The Williams & Wilkins Co., Baltimore, 
Md., 1929. 

3 The President’s Materials Policy Commission: Resources for Freedom: vol. I. Government Printing 
Office, Washington, D. C., June 1952. 


Mr. Hots. Section 205 of S. 497 would authorize the inclusion of 
storage in any reservoir project to be constructed by the Corps of 
Engineers without reimbursement to increase low flows downstream 
to the extent Warranted at present or during the economic life of the 
project. Such low flows are to be determined on the basis of wide- 
spread general benefits. Our department is very much _ interested 
in any provision that would increase low flows which would improve 
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water quality and hence benefit public health and related water uses. 

Senator Kerr. Then what you are telling us is that for your depart- 
ment you are endorsing section 205 and 206? 

Mr. Horus. We are. 

Senator Kerr. Very well. Proceed. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask Mr. Hollis if 
he was present during the testimony of Congressman Fulton 

Mr. Hous. Yes, sir; I was. 

Senator Case. What you have said in this last paragraph seems 
to me to relate itself to the problem that he was discussing. He was 
implying that if we built a dam that would increase the low flows 
it would not improve the water quality if one of the communities 
were permitted to continue to use the river as its sewage disposal plant, 
so to speak. 

When you say: 

Our department is very much interested in any provision that would increase 
low flows which would improve water quality and hence benefit public health 
and related water uses, 
you would be assuming that sewage would not be dumped into that 
water, wouldn’t you ? 

Mr. Hotuts. May I first say, Senator, that I think the Congressman 
had a particular problem in mind. As I understood his analysis 
there is a situation at Youngstown of no treatment with a rather 
involved industrial complex and with the low flows he felt that pol- 
luted water would back up the stream. 

Senator Kerr. It was going to transfer that sewage disposal from 
one area to another ? 

Mr. Houuis. It would back it upstream. But it would improve the 
quality, even if the 

Senator Case. By dilution ? 

Mr. Hotuis, By dilution. 

Senator Kerr. I take it from your testimony that your position is 
that even though the sewage disposal plants are in and in operation, 
that during the dry times of the year, in the periods of excessively low 
How, the effluent from the sewage disposal plants, although it was the 
result of the best treatment that sewage engineering now has access to, 
the dilution of the effluent by normal low flow would still be a matter of 
general benefit to all? 

Mr. Houuts. That is right, sir, and I will comment on that a little 
later on. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Hollis, would you approve a project which per- 
mitted a community to continue to use the river for its sewage disposal 
when the project merely transferred the sewage from one community 
to another, or when the improvement was merely a result of dilution ? 

Mr. Hoiuis. We would not, sir, and I will comment on that later. 

Senator Hruska. Mr. Hollis, I am interested in your conclusion 
that the addition of water during low-flow periods would improve the 
quality of the water by reason of dilution. Certainly insofar as the 
upstream part of that area is concerned it would not be an improve- 
ment of water because up until the addition of that water during low 
flow they don’t get any of that sewage at all. 

Mr. Hots. It is true, sir, that you tend to move your pollution 
and spread it out downstream rather than keep it confined. 
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Senator Hruska. And upstream as well in this instance that Con- 
gressman Fulton was describing. 

Mr. Hous. His is a special case. I am not familiar with the par- 
ticular pools and impoundments in that area. It appears that there 
is a dam below Youngstown so that the low flows on that dam, if in a 
below pool stage, the dilation of low flow was going to push the sewage 
into the main stem and back it up into Pennsylvania. 

Senator Hruska. That is right. And at the present time with low 
flow they dont’ get any of that sewage. But the addition of water 
would bring them sewage. It might not be as bad sewage as it was at 
Youngstown but it is sewage they never had before. To that extent 
the situation is aggravated rather than helped, isn’t it ? 

Mr. Hous. It is as far as Pennsylvania is concerned. 

Senator Hruska. That certainly isn’t the only stream in America 
that has 2 or 3 streams in a row where impoundments of water occur 
in that fashion. 

Mr. Hous. That is true. And we ought to be made very clear, 
and I hope the record will be clear as I will say in a moment, that we 
should not utilize impounded water to augment low flows as a substi- 
tute for sewage treatment. It would be a fallacy to do that. We are 
wasting the water and beyond that we may transfer a pollution situa- 
tion from one area to another area. This may have a very detri- 
mental effect. 

Senator Hruska. Of course when you say, and I am quoting: 

Our department is very much interested in any provision that would increase 
low flows which would improve water quality and hence benefit public health 
and related water uses. 
when you say that, the situation given by Congressman Fulton is one 
where the low flows are increased but the water quality is not improved 
insofar as those upstream areas are concerned. In fact, it is down- 
graded instead of improved. 

Senator Kerr. I think the witness is contemplating that the law 
requiring sewage disposal is going to be complied with. I am going 
to be quite interested to hear the witness’ testimony on the situation 
Congressman Fulton so vividly described. The whole tenor of the 
antipollution sentiment and the feeling of both Federal law and State 
law in all places that I know of is toward the requiring of improve- 
ment of sewage-disposal plants and sewage disposal so as to prevent 
streams becoming an open sewer from a city that uses it as a sewage- 
disposal plant and into which raw sewage is dumped. 

My understanding of the testimony is that he contemplates the 
principle of low flow being in operation jointly with the achieving 
of the objective of the proper treatment of sewage before the effluent 
is = into the streams. 

r. Hoxuis. That is true, and I mention that in the next paragraph. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, the reason for my stopping the wit- 
ness at that point and asking him that question was because I was 
wondering, in the light of this problem as it has been delineated before 
the committee this morning, might it not warrant our putting a pro- 
viso at the end of section 205. You will note that section 205 says: 

In prosecuting plans and projects for navigation, flood control, and allied 


purposes heretofore or hereafter authorized, storage may be included in any 
reservoir project to be constructed by the Corps of Engineers without reim- 
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bursement to increase low flows downstream to the extent warranted at that 
time or anticipated to be warranted at that time or anticipated to be warranted 
during the economic life of the project, by widespread general and nonexclusive 
benefits from such increases in low flow— 

and that perhaps we ought to have a proviso on there which would 
have somewhat the effect of this: 

Provided, however, That such increase or inclusion of capacity in any such 
reservoir should not be used to exclude or obviate the necessity for proper sewage 
treatment. 

I don’t think my wording is very good but perhaps you will get the 
point I am driving at. We should not establish an authorization for 
a project for mere dilution of this sewage. 

Mr. Houuis. We certainly concur and we make such recommenda- 
tion in the testimony, Senator, in the next paragraph. 

Senator Case. Probably I should not have interrupted you but per- 
haps it will focus the thought of the committee on the point you are 
about to make, 

Mr. Hous. In line with the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, 

ollution abatement should be regarded a primary responsibility of 
State and local interests. We, therefore, suggest that the record be 
clear that low-flow augmentation should not be used as a substitute for 
needed sewage treatment works required by State authority or con- 
templated in comprehensive pollution control plans prepared under 
the Federal act. However, it is often difficult even with best known 
treatment practices to preserve quality of water in streams suitable for 
normal reuse purposes during periods of minimal flows. Augmenta- 
tion of low flows during such periods would be highly beneficial. 

Section 206 of S. 497 would authorize the provision of storage in 
reservoir projects constructed by the Corps of Engineers for present 
or anticipated future needs for municipal and industrial waters and 
specifies the method of reimbursement when contract for use of such 
impoundment water is made. 

Experience has demonstrated the soundness of designing impound- 
ments on a multipurpose basis to include storage for such uses. Such 
provision often is the only practical means to meet present and future 
water needs of municipalities and industry. The responsibilities of 
our Department in the field of domestic, municipal, and industrial 
water supply and water-pollution abatement make us keenly aware of 
the value of maximum use of multipurpose reservoir projects in- 
cluding, where justified, the provision of storage for increased low flows 
and for water supply uses. This section recognizes the primary re- 
sponsibility of State and local interests in developing water supplies 
for municipal, industrial, and other purposes. The role of Federal 
agencies would be to participate on a an te basis with State 
and local interests in such development. Our Department fully en- 
dorses this principle in carrying out its responsibilities in the field of 
water-supply improvement. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Mr. Hollis. 

Are there other questions ¢ 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, just to pin this down for a mo- 
ment, I suggest that we keep in mind the possibility of adding a 
proviso at the end of section 205 which would pick up pretty much 
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the language in the sentence which Mr. Hollis has offered, to make the 
proviso read something like this: 

Provided, however, That such low-flow augmentation should not be used as a 
substitute for needed sewage treatment works required by State authority or 
contemplated in comprehensive pollution control plans prepared under the 
Federal act. 

I suggest we keep that for reference and consideration. 

Senator Kerr. Very good. 

Are there other questions of Mr. Hollis? 

Senator Revercoms. I have a few questions. 

Senator Kerr. Senator Revercomb. 

Senator Revercoms. For my information, Mr. Hollis: On the first 
page in the second paragraph you make the statement: 

* * * being increasingly taxed. In many areas, water shortages already 
threaten to halt further expansion. 

Do you have in mind any areas? Do you have in mind where water 
supplies are halting expansion ? 

Mr. Hoxuts. I think that is true, Senator, in the Mahoning Valley 
in Ohio and many of the New England areas. It is certainly true in 
many of the Midwestern States. In Oklahoma, for example, they 
are having at the moment a very short, very acute water problem. 

Senator Revercoms. A drought of years? 

Mr. Ho tuts. It is aggravated certainly by the drought. 

Senator Revercoms. But in each instance it is a local matter. In 
other words, in one instance the aggravation of water in one place 
does not affect the supply of another. It centers down to conserving 
waters of a particular locality in a country ; is that right ? 

Mr. Hous. That is right. That is true. We must keep in mind 
that we not only have an increasing population and a rapidly changing 
technical era that we are in, but the population is shifting. In 1900 
we had 75 million people; two-thirds-on farms. In 1950 it doubled and 
shifted, two-thirds in cities. At present, we have 170 million with 
more than 100 million in metropolitan areas. 

From the industrial side of the picture, 700 percent increase in 
industrial production over 1900, 500 percent up over 1940. As we 
move toward 1975, and the year 2000, with the present increases that 
are taking place in water consumption, we are bound to have acute 
water shortage problems in many areas of the country. 

Senator Revercoms. Either that or the population would shift 
back again, or continue to shift to other places. Is that right? 

Mr. Horus. That is true, sir. 

Senator Revercoms. That is all. 

Senator Kerr. What you have described to us indicates an increas- 
ing overall demand in our country for industrial production. And 
you have indicated that in many areas now highly developed indus- 
trially, they have reached the point of diminishing returns or ap- 
proached the saturation point of what they are able to do with the 
water available to them on the present program of conservation, and 
that in order to meet the overall requirements additional conservation 
measures and impoundment of water either over and above what is 
now being done in the present industrial areas, or in new areas where 
industrial economies can be developed, will be necessary to meet the 
overall increasing requirements of our entire economy in the country. 
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Mr. Hots. That is right, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Mr. Hollis, your statement has been cleared by your 
Department ? 

Mr. Hots. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. And the Bureau of the Budget? 

Mr. Hous. It was submitted to the budget and they have no ob- 
jection to our appearing. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much. 

At this point I would invite General Person to come up and give us 
the benefit of his views on the statement just submitted by Mr. Hollis. 


STATEMENT OF GEN. JOHN L. PERSON, ASSISTANT CHIEF OF 
ENGINEERS FOR CIVIL WORKS 


General Person. I think it was a very fine statement and it is fully 
in accord with our views in the matter. 

Senator Kerr. While he is here, if it is all right with the committee, 
I would like to have you give us a description, and if you have a map 
of this West Branch of the Mahoning River and give me the benefit 
of your judgment on the testimony of Congressman Fulton as to water 
being impounded by this project, backing up sewage into Pennsy]l- 
vania areas. 

General Person. The project is a relatively small one as dams go, 
having an estimated cost of $12,585,000. The annual benefits from the 
project total $672,000 as compared to the annual costs of about 
$506,000. 

Senator Casr. What does that establish 

General Person. That the project is economically justified. The 
benefit-cost ratio is 1.33. The benefits consist of $424,100 for flood 
control, and—— 

Senator Kerr. How much ? 

General Person. $424,100, sir. And $247,900 is for low-flow regu- 
lation in the Mahoning Valley. 

Of the total benefits, about $88,000 represent the benefits resulting 
from a reduction in the type of sewage-disposal measures required by 
the communities. That is based upon a study made for our district 
engineer and by the United States Public Health Service, which shows 
that with the low flow provided, a somewhat less complicated type 
of treatment may be provided during the first 20 years of operation 
of the project. The project does not substitute for sewage treatment. 
Each of the communities in the area according to the report of the 
Public Health Service, has a plan for sewage treatment based for 
the first 20 years on primary and chemical treatment. 

Following the first 20 years they will have to go into a more 
expensive-type treatment. 1 

Senator Kerr. Looking at this map of the area, which was presented 
to this committee in the hearings last year, I find it very difficult to 
visualize how this project would result in backing Ohio sewage up 
into Pennsylvania. 

General Prrson. Sir, I do, too. The amount of augmentation of 
the low flow is so small in comparison with the flow of the Ohio River 
that we frankly did not even evaluate it. I can’t understand how it 
would have any appreciable effect. 
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Senator Kerr. This river flows downstream to get into the Ohio, 
doesn’t it? 

General Person. That is right. 

Senator Kerr. The Congressman talked about it backing up. 

General Person. I think he feared that, since the navigation struc- 
tures in the Ohio form a series of pools, even the 50 second-foot aug- 
mentation which is provided by this reservoir might result in some 
movement upstream of the polluted water. 

Senator Kerr. That is after the Mahoning—— 

General Person. Enters the Ohio, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Would that be after the West Branch of the Ma- 
honing had had its confluence with the East Branch ? 

General Person. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. And then after they had had their confluence with 
Mosquito Creek. 

General Person. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Then a number of other streams flow into the Ma- 
honing before it goes into Youngstown, don’t they ? 

General Person. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. This project wouldn’t increase the sewage from 
Youngstown, would it ? 

General Prrson. No, sir. It would dilute it. 

Senator Case. Would it wash it downstream ? 

General Person. It will merely dilute the effluent from the Youngs- 
town treatment plants. 

Senator Kerr. Actually, it would improve the situation below 
Youngstown, wouldn’t it? 

General Person. Yes, sir. 

Senator Casr. Does Youngstown really have a sewage-disposal 
plant ? 

General Person. Practically all of the cities have a plan, which 
has been cleared with the Public Health Service, for treatment plants. 
I don’t think they have actually constructed them yet. 

Senator Kerr. Youngstown has some kind of sewage-disposal 
plant, doesn’t it? 

General Person. I believe they do. I know their plans contem- 
plate—and their plans have been checked by the Public Health 
Service—they contemplate the intermediate-type treatment for the 
first 20 years with, and I quote here from the report of the Public 
Health Service: 

A pollution-abatement program has been established for the Warren-Niles- 
Youngstown area which is directed to a provision of intermediate treatment, 
chemical or equipment, followed by chlorine disinfecting effluence from municipal 
waste. It is expressly understood that, in the design of municipal waste- 
treatment plants, provision should be made for the future addition of a high 
degree of treatment. 





Based on the thought that over a 20-year period there will be suffi- 
cient expansion of the community to require the higher treatment. 

Senator Kerr. This project would not increase the water in the 
Mahoning River through or below Youngstown, would it? 

General Person. Yes, sir; it would increase the low flow by ap- 
proximately 





Senator Kerr. I didn’t say it wouldn’t increase the low flow. I said 
it would not increase the total volume of water. 
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General Person. Yes, sir; it would in the low-flow periods. 

Senator Kxrr. .I am not.talking about the low flow. 

General Person. No, sir. 

Senator Kerr. The only thing it would do would be to regulate the 
flow of this part of the water and its percentage of the total flowage 
of the Mahoning River. 

General Person. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Without this project all of the water you contem- 
late impounding now goes on down this West Branch and into the 
Maliiuine and on through Youngstown and into the Ohio. 

General Person. Yes, sir. It is lost during the flood period. 

Senator Kerr. Actually, if there is a tendency to back effluent up 
after the Mahoning hits the Ohio, wouldn’t it be more so if this water 
were permitted to flow unimpeded during floodtime than it would if 
it were regulated and restricted to a low and steady flow? 

General Person. I don’t think it would make much difference. The 
flow of the Mahoning is so infinitesimal compared to the flow of the 
Ohio. 

Senator Kerr. I understand. But if there were a difference, and if 
they did have a flow, and if there were nothing to impede it and it hit 
the Ohio, wouldn’t that flood volume back water up farther, if it backed 
it up at all, than the Mahoning would if the total flow was normalized 
and controlled ? 

General Person. I doubt that there would be any difference, because 
in times of flood, of course, our dams are all down and the Ohio is 
flowing freely and rapidly, so that the percentage effect, in my opin- 
ion, would be the same in floodtime as it would be in the time of low 
water. 

Senator Kerr. In other words, your opinion is that this project 
would make absolutely no difference in the 

General Person. In the quality of the water in the main stem. 

Senator Kerr. Or backing the water from the Mahoning River up 
into Ohio. 

General Person. I can’t see that it could have any appreciable effect. 

Senator Kerr. And it certainly wouldn’t increase or decrease the 
amount of effluent, whether it is raw sewage or the effluent from a 
highly developed sewage-disposal plant. 

General Person. That’s right, sir. 

Senator Kerr. All of the water that you are going to impound 
is going to go down that river either at low flow or high flow / 

General Person. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. And it wouldn’t affect one way or the other the 
amount of sewage that would be carried ¢ 

General Person. Except that it would, during low-flow periods, 
provide an additional dilution of the effluent so that it would be 
less offensive if there is offense. 

Senator Kerr. If there is offense under the present circumstances, 
this would diminish it rather than increase it? 

General Person. Yes, sir. And that opinion is concurred in by the 
Public Health Service people who worked very closely with our dis- 
trict engineer in preparing this report. 

Senator Kerr. It is just a matter of simple analysis of reality in 
view of the fact that it doesn’t affect the volume of sewage. 

General Person. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Kerr. And it doesn’t affect the total amount of water that 
goes down the river. The only difference it would make would be 
to regulate the flow rather than to let it go in accordance with the way 
the water falls and handles it ? 

General Person. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Are there any other questions? 

Senator Revercoms. Yes, I have a few. 

General, what effect. would the construction of this Mahoning Dam 
have upon the floodwaters of the Ohio River ¢ 

General Person. It would have a slight effect, sir. As you know, 
we have a system of 77 authorized reservoirs in the Ohio River Basin 
plan. It takes all of those to effect the reduction that we need in the 
Ohio River floods in order to get the project flood below the tops of our 
levees. And we have not sufficient storage, as you know, in the Ohio 
to take care of the floodwaters without levees. So every bit of storage 
that we can obtain has value. We took very little monetary value 
for the Ohio in this study. 

Senator Revercoms. In other words, is it your view that the con- 
struction of this dam in flood times in the Ohio would lessen the 
waters in the Ohio? 

General Person. It would, sir, by a small amount. 

Senator Revercoms. I want to ask vou a question that is very close 
to me and one that is very imminent. You are aware of the disastrous 
floods in West Virginia, Kentucky, and Virginia in the last 2 weeks? 

General Person. Yes, sir; very much so, 

Senator Revercomp. I addressed a letter to General Itschner, which 
I think you replied to; is that correct ¢ 

General Person. Yes, sir. 

Senator Revercoms. I asked that a prompt study be made to see 
what could be done to control the floods and lessen their disastrous 
effect in the Tug Fork and Big Sandy and the basin of the Guyandot 
Rivers. What has been done with respect to that / 

General Person. There is a review report underway now, sir, a 
comprehensive review report on the Big Sandy River, which will take 
into account all possible means of flood control on both the Tug Fork 
and Levisa Fork. 

Senator Revercomp. Would that take in the Tug Fork of Big 
Sandy? 

General Person. Yes, sir. 

Senator Revercoms. What about the Guyandot ? 

General Person. I believe we need a resolution to permit us to study 
that. But we are well underway on the Big Sandy report. 

Senator Revercomes. You are well underway. 

General Person. Yes, sir. 

Senator Revercoms. And that, if I may repeat, includes the Tug 
Fork of Big Sandy ? 

General Person. V ery definitely ; yes, sir. 

Senator Revercome. That is all, sir. 

Senator Kerr. General, there has been testimony here that there is 
an effort being made to build a water highway from the Ohio to Lake 
Erie. I believe that was the effect of the statement. 

General Person. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. And that it is the purpose on the part of the sponsors 
of this project to get it under the guise of flood control, but that in 
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reality their purpose in building this project is to expedite the achieve- 
ment of the general project of a water highway from the Ohio River 
to Lake Erie. Is there any such purpose as that in the mind of the 
engineers as they have made their studies and report on this project ? 

General Person. Might I answer that by reading from the official 
report of the Board of ‘Engineers for Rivers and Harbors ? 

Senator Kerr. C ertainly, 

General Person. Paragraph 11 of that report says: 


The Board has carefully considered the reports of the district and division 
engineers, communications received by the Board, and the evidence presented at 
the public hearing held by the Board in Youngstown. The Board notes that the 
proposed reservoir would not form a physical component of any Lake Erie—Ohio 
River Canal plan, nor contribute to such a plan, and is convinced that there is 
no basis for the opponent’s claim in this respect. 


That, from my experience as former division engineer of the Ohio 
River division, is a completely factual analysis of the situation, sir. 
It has nothing to do with the canal. 

Senator Kerr. In other words, the building or not building of this 
reservoir would neither expedite nor hinder that program, since it 
would not contribute to it nor detract from it ? 

General Person. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, General. Are there other 
questions? If not, that is all, General. We appreciate your being 
here. 

General Person. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Kerr. I understand Congressman Dennison will not be 
here. His statement will be filed in the record. 

(The statement of Congressman David Dennison is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF HON. Davip DENNISON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF OHIO 


This is my first opportunity since taking office as a Congressman to appear 
before any committee investigating the needs and requirements of the Nation. I 
am particularly happy today to appear before this distinguished committee in 
support of a project in my district known as the Mahoning River-West Branch 
Reservoir which I have been studying for some time. I am sure that the com- 
mittee is well acquainted with the report of the Chief of Engineers and the report 
of the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors favoring this project and I 
will not presume upon your time to review their recommendations. I do think, 
perhaps, it would be a contribution to the thinking of this committee to suggest 
to you some of the opinions concerning this project which exist in the Ohio 11th 
Congressional District which I represent and which is the physical site of the 
proposed reservoir. 

As you know, the Mahoning River Valley in northeastern Ohio contains within 
its bounds a tremendously dynamic industrial capacity and, although it is known 
principally as a basic steel-producing area, I daresay that there is greater indus- 
trial activity in diversified fields such as electric lamps, steel fabricating, elec- 
tric motors and cables, and many others. 

All the industries in the valley require water for their operations and the 
only source of water is the Mahoning River itself. It is upon this river that 
the livelihood of thousands of working men and women depend. It is upon this 
river that the hopes and aspirations of many more thousands of working men 
and women in the future depend. For such job opportunities to be fully realized 
by our people, it is, of course, a condition precedent that the factories them- 
selves shall operate, and operate successfully. They cannot do this without 
water. 

In addition, the Mahoning Valley has been victimized in the past by severe 
floods. Damage to the homes of its citizens has been recorded in the millions. 
Consequently, flood control is of paramount concern to those who have lived in 
days of such acute hardship. 
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In order to give the valley greater flood protection and to provide low-flow 
augmentation in the Mahoning. River at the necessary times of the year, it is 
proposed to construct the West Branch Reservoir in an area to the west and 
south of Warren, Ohio, in my district, and east and south of Ravenna, Ohio, 
also in my district. Physically, the site of the reservoir would be in Portage 
County which is likewise in my district. 

There are, of course, at the present time several other such projects in that 
area, namely, the Mosquito Reservoir, northeast of Warren, the Berlin Reservoir 
and the Milton Reservoir, both south of Warren. Berlin and Milton both spill 
into the Mahoning River above Warren. Mosquito spills below but subject to 
Warren’s right to draw up to 16 million gallons per day. Berlin and Milton, 
and Mosquito to a limited extent, all contribute to the welfare and protection 
of the workers and residents of Warren and surrounding communities in Trum- 
bull County. There is also Meander Reservoir, south of Warren, which provides 
water to Niles and Youngstown for domestic consumption but offers no direct 
benefit to the area which I represent. 

Sometime ago and before I took office, a diversion from Berlin Dam to 
Meander Dam was planned and authorized and is now in the process of con- 
struction. Its purpose is to increase the available water supply of the city of 
Youngstown. The agreement entered into by the Corps of Engineers provides 
that up to 34 million gallons of water a day may be diverted from Berlin to 
meet the needs of Youngstown. This means that 34 million gallons which now 
fiow from Berlin into the Mahoning River and through Warren will ultimately 
be drawn off and bypass Warren completely. You can readily see the effect on 
Warren of this tremendous loss of water, the volume of which the Corps of 
Engineers itself says is indispensable to the maintenance of proper stream condi- 
tions at Warren. 

In order to compensate for the potential loss of water in the Warren area, 
it is necessary that the West Branch Reservoir be constructed without delay. 
Even with the West Branch Reservoir which will provide an estimated maximum 
of 27 million gallons per day, there will still be a net loss to the area which I 
am honored to serve, of 7 million gallons per day. West Branch will not solve 
the problems of the area but it will at least put Warren back somewhere near to 
the place it started. 

West Branch Reservoir will also make a contribution to flood control in the 
district. I can remember only a few years ago seeing Perkins Flats along the 
Mahoning River in Warren, particularly in the springtime, covered with water 
year after year. I might tell you that those flats are where our children in 
the city of Warren play baseball, where we school and train our little leaguers. 
It is the place in the city of Warren the people are prond to call a park, when 
it is not under water. This condition still continues from time to time and 
Perkins Park is but one isolated example of the effect of seasonal rains and 
high water along the Mahoning River. With the construction of West Branch 
Reservoir to catch and store this surplus water, floods in such areas will be a 
thing of the past. 

Now there has been a real concern on the part of the people of Portage County, 
where the Reservoir will be located, as to the effect of the Reservoir upon the 
people and the economy there. I might say parenthetically that some observers 
have remarked that Portage County has not been as industrially well off as some 
of the other four counties in my district. I, too, have been concerned about the 
effect of the reservoir on Portgage County and I have made a number of pointed 
inquiries to the Corps of Engineers and particularly to Col. H. E. Sprague, 
district engineer of the Pittsburgh district. Colonel Sprague assures me, first, 
that the water of West Branch Reservoir will be available for use by any in- 
dustry which may desire to locate within the drainage area of the reservoir, a 
total of 80.5 square miles. A new incentive will be given to industry to locate 
in the area and a new hope to the people of Portage County seeking more re- 
warding employment. 

Second, I am also advised that the city of Ravenna may use such water from 
the reservoir if it so desires, provided a suitable filtration plant were located 
in the drainage area of the reservoir, the outer border of which bisects the city. 

Third, the Corps of Engineers advises that the lake will be available for recrea- 
tional purposes and will be similar to the Mosquito Reservoir in Trumbull County 
which has been a great source of pleasure to the sportsmen, boatmen, and resi- 
dents of the area for the last few years. 

Fourth, I am advised that the pool level will remain about as constant as 
that of Mosquito Reservoir and that there will not be the mud flats which have 
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dismayed the residents of Berlin Dam area. This is explained by the fact that 
the West Branch Reservoir can accommodate 18 inches of runoff water in a 
drainage area of 80.5 square miles as against Berlin which can only accommo- 
date 6.9 inches runoff water in an area of 249 square miles. Obviously, it is 
not as necessary to the prevention of the flash floods to keep West Branch Reser- 
voir pool level down as to keep the pool level of Berlin Reservoir down and I 
might say that although Mosquito Reservoir has been low occasionally, it has 
generally been maintained at a level satisfactory to those in the area. 

One last point, many have complained that the West Branch Reservoir is 
but a link in the Lake Erie-Ohio River Canal plan. I am convinced, after my 
study of the project, and after discussion with the technical men involved, that 
this will not be a part of the canal nor that it could or will conceivably con- 
tribute either directly or indirectly to the canal. 

Based upon these considerations, the information given to me by the Corps 
of Engineers and my own personal knowledge of the area, I urge the committee 
to approve this project without delay. Such action by the committee will sustain 
the present level of industrial development and employment in Trumbull County, 
give hope for increased industrial activity and greater job opportunities in 
Portage County and provide an effective control of future floods. 

I again want to thank the committee for its kind attention and for extending 
me this opportunity to be heard on such short notice. 


Senator Kerr. We now will hear John J. Heard, of the Upper Ohio 
Valley Association. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN C. BANE, JR., REPRESENTING THE UPPER 
OHIO VALLEY ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Bane. Mr. Heard will not be here. If you will permit, I will 
speak in his place. 

Senator Kerr. Will you state your name? 

Mr. Bane. I am John C. Bane, Jr. I live in Pittsburgh, Pa. 


Senator Kerr. Mr. Heard, you say, is not here? 

Mr. Bane. Mr. Heard can’t be here today. He is a partner of mine 
and I think I am familiar with what he would say if he were here. 

I have lived in Pittsburgh all my life. I am in the general practice 
of law there. 

Senator Kerr. Would you tell us whom you represent ? 

Mr. Bane. My client today is the Upper Ohio Valley Association. 
As some of the committee members know, the Upper Ohio Valley 
Association is an unincorporated group of industries, railroads, labor 
organizations, and other people in western Pennsylvania. 

Senator Kerr. Do you have a list of the soctnbbeatiay’ 

Mr. Bane. I have one in Pittsburgh, Mr. Chairman, and I will be 
glad to furnish it if the committee would like. I have not one with me 
today. 

Siete Kerr. The committee will certainly want that. 

You say it is an unincorporated association ¢ 

(The membership list consisting of 38 pages is in the files of the 
committee. ) 

Mr. Bang. It is. 

Senator Kerr. It has no charter? 

Mr. Bane. No charter. 

Senator Kerr. No bylaws? 

Mr. Bane. I believe we have bylaws. 

Senator Kerr. What is the purpose of the organization ? 

Mr. Bane. The organization has one purpose, and that is to protect 
western Pennsylvania industry against the injury that would follow 
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from the construction of a canal between the Ohio River and Youngs- 
town, that being a project that has been urged on Congress for 30 
years that I know of. 

Senator Kerr. To protect what industry ? 

Mr. Banp. Steel, railroads 

Senator Kerr. What damage would this canal do to the steel in- 
dustry ? 

Mr. Bane. The steel industry in Pittsburgh has its advantages, 
and one of the principal competing districts is the Youngstown dis- 
trict. The Youngstown district became a steel center later, but it 
has prospered rather faster than Pittsburgh has. One of Pittsburgh’ s 
few advantages over Youngstown is that we have a low cost for trans- 
portation of ‘coal, one of the principal raw materials used in making 
steel. 

Senator Kerr. Pittsburgh has that advantage and wants to keep 
it? 

Mr. Bane. We do. 

Senator Kerr. Understand, I don’t find fault with that, I just want 
to get into the record what the facts are. 

Mr. Bane. We couldn’t lose that advantage as long as the coal 
remains in West Virginia and western Pennsy Ivania, and there is still 
a good deal of it. Y ‘oungtow n’s advantages are different. They have 
lower costs for certain raw materials; they have lower costs of access 
to certain markets. There is no market for steel in the neighborhood 
of Pittsburgh worth mentioning—Detroit, Chicago, places like that 
that are nearer to Youngstown, buy steel. And the result is that 
combining all of our advantages and setting them up against all of 
theirs, they have done a little better than we have for the last 50 
years. They have grown faster. 

Senator Kerr. The evidence before the committee was that Y oungs- 
town at one time was the second area in the Nation in the production 
of steel, and that they are now the fifth area in the Nation in the 
pr oduction of steel. 

Mr. Bane. I haven’t seen the figures recently, but I would say this: 
If you had invested in Youngstown steel companies 10 years ago, you 
would have done more with your investment than if you had invested 
in Chicago or anywhere else. 

Senator Kerr. Aside from that comment, which might be justified 
on many bases, are you in position to either verify or correct that 
statement that was made for the record last year ? 

Mr. Bane. I can verify that in 5 minutes in my office, as a matter of 
general steel-industr y statistics, but I don’t know the answer now. 

Senator Kerr. Would you provide that for the committee ? 

Mr. Bane. I certainly will, Mr. Chairman. 

(The information requested is as follows :) 

In response to these inquiries it is a pleasure to report that, since 1934 and 
1941 and 1944, there has been no decline and fall of the Youngstown steel- 
producing district. Instead of declining, the district has grown rapidly as a steel 
center, and its relative position in the industry has gained more rapidly than has 
the position of the Pittsburgh district. The commonest generally recognized 
index of the relative positions of steel-producing districts is ingot melting 
capacity, measured in tons. On this basis the changes of relative positions of 


the Youngstown district, the Pittsburgh district, and other important districts 
during the 20 years between 1937 and 1957 are reflected by the following table. 
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These are the official statistics, compiled by the magazine Iron Age and appearing 
in issues of that magazine published on January 7, 1937, and January 24, 1957: 
































1937 1953 1957 
Capacity | Percent | Capacity | Percent | Capacity | Percent 
net tons of total net tons of total net tons of total 
a ape emia | | mee So enema) 
NN Bo 5246s cts aaa 14, 885, 973 24.1 | 23, 533, 000 20.0 | 23, 744, 000 17.8 
CEN 5 ak bbb. 3 asst back bee ahgtectann 13, 424, 911 21.7 | 22,801, 000 19.4 | 26, 341,000 19.7 
Valley (Y oungstow n) 8, 313, 925 13.4 | 13, 664, 000 11.6 | 15,006, 000 11.3 
Philadelphia ans Baltimore) - 7, 255, 429 11.7 | 14, 834, 000 12.6 | 17, 544,000 13.2 
Cleveland i tat a la eee Ei 3, 245, 536 5.2 6, 197, 000 5.3 6, 825, 000 5.1 
Wheeling - : ‘ ; 2, 946, 429 4.8 4, 496, 000 3.8 5, 336, 000 4.0 
TINGE 5 dé 5c deel icsinceacnchd) See 4.6 6, 192, 000 5.3 7, 215, 000 5.4 
Southern odes aoliaes oe 2, 072, 357 3.3 4, 683, 000 4.0 5, 520, 000 4.1 
Ohio River. -._.-_- te wdide eb badabiod 1, 866, 317 3.0 4, 053, 000 3.5 5, 598, 000 4.2 
Detroit _- “ a soecesst iti 2.8 5, 806, 000 4.9 6, 760, 000 5.1 
Weetern........ cane a 1, 583, 304 2.6 8, 404, 000 7.2 9, 782, 000 7.3 
St. Louis - -.-- bidet bheboshes 1, 354, 364 2.2 2, 160, 000 1.8 2, 930, 000 2.2 
Si kaietinceneandnhaveuwet 359, 821 0.6 724, 000 0.6 857, 000 0.6 
Wee. secs oeunientiets 61, 842, 598 100. 0 a 547, 000° 100.0 |133, 458, 000 100.0 
| 











Observe that Youngstown has grown much more, relatively, than have Pitts- 
burgh, Chicago, or Cleveland, the areas it probably regards as those with which 
it competes. 

Congressman Kirwan, who in 1941 endorsed vigorously the contention that 
the Youngstown steel industry must have the stub-end canal to avoid its decline 
and fall into decadence, now insists that the amazing prosperity of the industry 
in the district calls for such things as the West Branch Reservoir. For example, 
he was quoted in the Youngstown Vindicator of January 26, 1957, as follows, 
speaking of the Youngstown district 

“Steel production facilities since 19: 39 here have jumped from about 8 million 
to 11,800,000 tons a year, and other large industries have been located and 
expanded here, requiring large amounts of water, Kirwan said.” 

Congressman Kirwan’s figures were, if anything, understatements of the ad- 
vance of Youngstown. The impressions of a leading steel man on the subject 
appear in the Vindicator of November 29, 1956, in a report of a public statement 
or speech made by M. J. Mauthe, president of the Youngstown Sheet & Tube 
Co.: 

“Youngstown has regained its position as a good place to make steel, President 
J. L. Mauthe of Youngstown Sheet & Tube Co. told more than 200 Rotary Club 
members Wednesday at Hotel Pick-Ohio. 

“Mauthe, who will become chairman of the Sheet & Tube board Saturday, said 
it wasn’t too long ago there was a widespread feeling that steel plants in this 
area had seen their maximum growth. 

‘““*The theory,’ said Mauthe, ‘was that there was an excess of steel capacity 
in this area, involving expensive freight absorption to reach markets. There- 
fore steel companies would plan all their expansions at other locations. 

“My answer to this is that I wish we had twice the steel capacity here that 
we have in Youngstown. Some of our customers would gladly join me in that 
wish. The position of our company has never been stronger.’ 

* * * * * * * 

“Discussing developments that have brightened the economic future of this 
district, Mauthe said: ‘Because of the obvious desirability of this general area 
as a manufacturing location, due to the large market to be served, availability of 
skilled labor, and proximity to raw material sources such as steel, many manu- 
facturers are establishing plants in Ohio. This move has been spearheaded by 
the automobile companies and it seems to me their moves will inevitably be fol- 
lowed by others. This trend will be further accelerated as the St. Lawrence 
seaway comes closer to completion.’ ” 


Senator Kerr. Will you tell us further what percentage of the 
members of your organization are railroads? 

Mr. Bane. The percentage by members would be very slight because 
the railroads that carry coal to Youngstown are the Pennsylvania, 
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the Baltimore & Ohio, and the Pittsburgh & Lake Erie, which is a 
subsidiary of the New York Central. The other railroads affected 
would be railroads related to those or perhaps those such as the Bes- 
semer & Lake Erie, which is a member of our association and which 
is owned by the United States Steel Corp. 

Senator Kerr. Is your association the recipient of payment of dues 
or financial support by the members? 

Mr. Bane. That is correct. 

Senator Kerr. Can you tell us if any industry among those that 
participate does more than the others? Give us some idea of the 
proportionate amounts of contributions made by the various industries. 

Mr. Bane. I have had no direct contact with the collection of the 
dues. It has been my impression that our principal supporters are 
railroads and steel companies, financially. 

Senator Kerr. When you send a list of your membership to the 
committee, would you give us the benefit of what information you 
have in that regard? 

Mr. Bane. I will be glad to, Mr. Chairman. 

(The information requested is as follows :) 


IDENTITY OF UPPER OHIO VALLEY ASSOCIATION 


Certain of the more particular questions addressed to our representatives by 
the chairman of the subcommittee at the hearing of February 15, 1957, were 
questions concerning the identity and motives of the Upper Ohio Valley 
Association. 

This is by no means a complex or obscure matter. 

As will shortly appear, since at least as early as the year 1930, certain large 
basic steel companies, whose works are located at Youngstown, Ohio, have been 
engaged in a determined campaign to procure the construction at Federal expense 
of a barge canal between the Ohio River at Beaver, Pa., and the steelworks on 
the banks of the Mahoning River at Youngstown, Ohio. Such a canal should, the 
Youngstown people contend, be provided by deepening, straightening, and widen- 
ing the Mahoning River from Youngstown to its confluence with the Beaver; 
by deepening, straightening, and widening the Beaver from that point to its 
mouth, on the north bank of the Ohio; and, finally, by providing reservoirs and 
other necessary facilities to provide the canal with the necessary water supply, 
and a series of locks and dams to hold the water in the canal. Certain relevant 
details of this idea will be discussed later. 

During the period 1930—45, as will shortly appear, it was the declared purpose, 
as it is still undoubtedly the sole real purpose of this whole project, to improve 
the competitive position of the Youngstown steel-producing district, as compared 
with the positions of other great steel-producing districts, including in particular 
the Pittsburgh district, by adding to the great natural advantages which have 
previously guaranteed the prosperity of every Youngstown steel manufacturer, 
the additional advantage of a navigable waterway, suitable for the transportation 
of coal to Youngstown. 

The manufacture of steel involves the consumption of tremendous quantities 
of coal. The coal used in both the Pittsburgh and Youngstown steelworks comes, 
almost entirely, from mines located on or near the Ohio River and its tributary, 
the Monongahela, in southwestern Pennsylvania, in West Virginia, and in 
Kentucky. At all times in the past, substantial portions of the coal used in the 
Pittsburgh steelworks have been transported to the steelworks by river; while 
that used in Youngstown has invariably been transported there, either from the 
mines or more commonly from river-rail terminals located at substantial dis- 
tances from Youngstown, by common carrier railroads. Youngstown has un- 
surpassed rail transportation facilities. 

From this it will appear that the provision of the canal, as urged by the 
Youngstown industries, involves a threat to competitive industry in Pittsburgh. 
If the canal were built at Federal expense, Youngstown would be given a power- 
ful boost, in a competitive struggle in which it is already enjoying brilliant 
success, and at the same time the railroads serving Youngstown would face 
grave threat that a substantial and extremely valuable part of their business 
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would be taken away by the same Federal subsidy. The public at large would 
gain nothing; but it would lose by the injury to Pittsburgh industry and to 
railroads in general. 

For these obviously valid reasons, the western Pennsylvania industries and 
railroads, which have been threatened by the canal, have opposed it strongly 
from the start. 

In 1935, the Upper Ohio Valley Association was organized. Its purpose, 
according to its bylaws, is 

“* * * to promote the economic, industrial, and social betterment of the 
Greater Pittsburgh district, including the sections of Ohio and West Virgina 
adjacent to the Ohio River ; to call public attention to the merits and advantages 
of this area; and to prevent injury to the interests of this district.” 

In the membership of the association have been included railroad companies, 
steel companies, coal companies, and other financial interests, and civic bodies 
located for the most part in the Pittsburgh district, elsewhere in the upper 
Ohio Valley, and in the district tributary to Cleveland, Ohio. 

In its opposition to the Ohio River and Youngstown canal project, the asso- 
ciation has often enjoyed the wholehearted support of laboring people and labor 
organizations, whose prosperity depends on that of the railroads, steel com- 
panies, and others, who would be injured by the canal. It will be recalled that, 
at the hearing of February 15, 1957, Congressman Fulton appeared as spokes- 
man for certain of these labor interests. 

Senator Kerr. As I understand it, your organization was formed 
for the purpose of opposing the construction of the water highway 
or waterway from the Ohio River to Lake Erie. 

Mr. Bane. To Youngstown, actually. 

Senator Kerr. That is on Lake Erie, isn’t it? 

Mr. Bane. No, sir. Youngstown is 65 miles from Lake Erie. 

Senator Kerr. Don’t they have access to Lake Erie 4 

Mr. Bane. No, sir. They have projected a canal which would ex- 
tend from the Ohio River through Youngstown to Lake Erie. 

Senator Kerr. Didn’t Congressman Fulton say something about a 
water highway from Youngstown to Lake Erie? 

Mr. Bane. Yes, sir. Sometimes the canal is treated as a part of a 
through canal a the Ohio to Lake Erie. 

Senator Kerr. I don’t want to engage in technicalities with you. 

The purpose of your organization, as I understand it, is to oppose 
anything that would contr ibute toward the construction of the ven al 
way from the Ohio River either to Youngstown or to Lake Erie by w 
of Youngstown. 

Mr. Bane. That is exactly right. 

Senator Krrr. You heard the testimony of the representative of 
the Corps of Engineers a while ago that this project would make no 
contribution to such a program. 

Mr. Bane. I did, Mr. Chairman, and I can’t understand it. I know 
the people of Youngstown all think this is a part of the canal, and 
our people think it is. If you please, I would like to give the members 
of the committee a map which will show the lay of the land, and 
will also clear up, [ think, an insignificant error of geography that 
Congressman Fulton made. 

You will see on that map Lake Erie on the top, and the West Branch 
of the Mahoning Reservoir. The flow from the reserve will be east 
through the import: ant industrial towns in Ohio of Warren, Niles, and 
Youngstown. ‘Then down in the generally southeastern direction to a 
point in Pennsylvania where the Mahoning j joins the Shenango River 
to form the Beaver River, and the Beaver flows south into the Ohio 
River. 
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The Mahoning River was a little bit of a stream when the steel 
industry located there and it still is, as compared to either the Beaver 
or the Ohio. It is sufficient to provide water for the population which 
is growing and growing, and it has been sufficient to justify the placing 
of steel mills there and large investments year after year. 

So there is no question that the Mahoning River supplies every day 
the water that those people need. They have provided themselves 
clean water by building the Meander Reservoir, which is exclusively 
for water supply purposes. 

Senator Kerr. Is that shown on this map ? 

(The map referred to faces this page.) 

Mr. Bane. It is, Mr. Chairman. It is directly under the city of 
Niles, south of the Mahoning River. 

Senator Kerr. I see the Milton Reservoir and the Berlin Reservoir. 

Mr. Bane. The Milton Reservoir was built privately. The Berlin 
Reservoir and the Mosquito Creek Reservoir, which is north of the 
Mahoning, were built by the Federal Government as war measures 
under a series of rather peculiar circumstances, but nevertheless they 
are there and they are big reservoirs which do contribute to the flow 
of the Mahoning, built at Federal expense. 

Every man for this canal that has come before Congress has been 
repeated—— 

Senator Kerr. Do you cover that generally in your statement? 

Mr. Bane. I haven't got a written statement, Mr. Chairman. If 
you will permit me, I will file a written one as promptly as I can after 
this hearing ends and answer the questions that I can’t answer now. 

Senator Kerr. Very well. Proceed in your own way. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I hope he will clear up this picture 
about the possible canal from the Ohio over to Erie. 

Mr. Bane. I will. Iam coming to that right now, Senator Case. 

The way they have always planned to build the canal 

Senator Kerr. By they, to whom do you refer? 

Mr. Bane. The proponents of the canal. 

Senator Kerr. Are they identified ? 

Mr, Bane. I can identify them, Mr. Chairman. It has always been 
backed by a group of people in Youngstown who are exactly the same 
people who backed this reservoir, by the way. It is the Youngstown 
Chamber of Commerce, the Youngstown Sheet & Tube Co., and certain 
of the other industries there. The Youngstown Vindicator, a t 
newspaper, is their spokesman. And today I am here speaking 
against the canal and against the reservoir, and the people who always 
speak for the canal are here to speak for the reservoir. 

Senator Case. Where would the canal go? 

Mr. Bane. The canal would commence at Rochester and Beaver, 
those two little towns on the Ohio River, at the lower right-hand 
corner of the map. A series of dams would be built on the Beaver, 
which is not navigable in effect for any craft of any size, up to its con- 
fluence with the—up to its head, where it is formed by the Shenango 
and the Mahoning. 

A series of dams would then be built up the Mahoning River to a 
point some miles above Youngstown. A cut would be made through 
the height of land there, the summit, which is just a few miles north 
of Lordstown. A dam would be built—at that point you have the 
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canal to Youngstown. If you wanted to continue to Lake Erie, the 
last plan advanced by the engineers was to create a big reservoir north 
of Lordstown, marked here “Grand River Reservoir, proeene’ That 
doesn’t exist in fact, but it was proposed. And then build another cut 
through another little summit to Lake Erie. So that a boat bringing 
coal from the Ohio would go up the canalized Beaver, up the canalize 
Mahoning, through a cut into this Grand River Reservoir, and down 
a series of locks into Lake Erie. 

Senator Case. That would serve traflic from Rochester as well as 
from Youngstown, would it not ? 

Mr. Banr. It would. But Rochester is not a steel manufacturing 
town. It would be of no great importance to the town of Rochester. 

Senator Casr. Not to Rochester, but I merely used that as a point 
on the map. lf you follow the Ohio from Rochester south to Pitts- 
burgh, would it not also serve traffic from Pittsburgh ? 

Mr. Bane. Senator Case, Pittsburgh is off the lower righthand 
corner of thismap. Pittsburgh is about 35 miles southeast of Roches- 
ter. The Ohio flows northeast from Pittsburgh to Rochester, and then 
westwardly and south. 

Senator Kerr. Do you mean northwest ? 

Mr. Bane. Northwest from Pittsburgh to Rochester. 

Senator Kerr. Then west and southwest and south beyond 
Rochester ¢ 

Mr. Banr. Beyond Rochester to Wheeling and 

Senator Case. I recognize that is true. If such a canal were ever 
developed wouldn't it also serve traffic that is accessible to the Ohio 
above Rochester ? 

Mr. Bane. Yes, it would. As a matter of fact, I think all of its 
traffic would come down the Ohio from points above Rochester, and 
I think it would all be moving from coal mines in western Pennsylvania 
up the Beaver and the Mahoning to Youngstown at a cost, resulting 
from the provision of the facility by the Federal Government, that 
would be much less than any railroad could ever afford to do the 
work for. 

When the canal was proposed here the comparison between this and 
the railroad was submitted by President Roosevelt. to the Interstate 
Commerce Commission. They made an extensive study and thorough 
report in which they said that this canal would be ruinous to the rail- 
road system of the whole country. 

Senator Kerr. Who made that report? 

Mr. Bane. The Interstate Commerce Commission. 

: ee Casr. Because the water would affect the Pennsylvania and 
3. & O.? 

Mr. Bane. The Pennsylvania, B. & O., and other railroads. The 
Commission pointed out that were we to destroy the structure of 
freight rates on coal in this neighborhood, it would be like a fallin:: 
row of blocks and you would disturb and destroy free freight rate 
structures perhaps through the country on other commodities. 

Senator Kerr. That would be a matter about which you would be 
willing for the committee to reserve its judgment on and decide for 
itself ¢ 

Mr. Bane. Of course. Iam not advancing my own judgment. I am 
referring you to the judgment of a body of some years ago. 
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Senator Kerr. I wonder if you would quote the page and paragraph 
of the document where the interstate Commerce Commission made 
that finding ¢ 

Mr. Bane. May Ladd that to the statement that I will file? 

Senator Kerr. Yes. 

Mr. Bane. That report by the Interstate Commerce Commission 
led this Senate to reject a proposal to build a canal some years ago. 

Senator Kerr. Upon what evidence do you base that statement ? 

Mr. Banz. I was here at the time and discussed it with some of the 
Senators, and I know that the Senate voted the project down on the 
floor, and that some of the Senators who opposed it did so on that 
ground. 

Senator Kerr. Voted what project down ? 

Mr. Bane. The project to build the Lake Erie and Ohio River 
Canal, which was then before the Senate. 

Senator Kerr. In the form of a bill exclusively for that purpose? 

Mr. Banr. I believe it was. That is my recollection. 

Senator Kerr. Can you give the committee the number and date of 
the bill and its authors? 

Mr. Bane. Again I wish I could do it at this moment. It isa very 
easy matter to get that. 

Senator Case. Or if it should have been amended or a section in 
an omnibus bill. 

Mr. Bane. My recollection is that it was not an omnibus bill. I 
will give you an exact reference to that. 

(The information requested is as follows:) 


The hearings held by the House Committee in September and October 1941 
resulted in no immediate legislative action, despite the continued vigor of the 
efforts of the Youngstown interests. 

By 1944, however, the proponents of the stub-end canal were able to procure 
its inclusion as a Senate committee amendment to the omnibus rivers and harbors 
bill of that year, H. R. 3961, 78th Congress, 2d session. 

Senator Burton, of Ohio, was sponsor of the amendment. The bill, as reported 
by the Senate committee, included the Burton ere The amendment 
was debated on the floor of the Senate on December 5, 1944. In a detailed speech 
in support of the amendment, Senator Burton maten with the greatest clarity 
and detail the position of the Youngstown interests. Of the relationship of 
Berlin and Mosquito Creek Reservoirs to the stub-end canal, he said (Congres- 
sional Record, Dec. 5, 1944, p. 8933) : 

“Under the Flood Control Act of June 28, 1938, the Berlin Reservoir, costing 
$7,250,000, was constructed for flood-control purposes, and under the act of 
June 28, 1938, there was also authorized the Mosquito Creek Reservoir, costing 
$5,550,000. 30th these have been built, and I understand both of them are now 
in operation. 

“The result is that the water in the Beaver and Mahoning Rivers is under 
better control through this flood control, and therefore the previous proposal 
for pumping water up the river in order to provide this canal flow is not 
necessary. 

“The interesting point of this is that when the House committee approved the 
project in 1941, it approved it in the absence of these reservoirs. These res- 
ervoirs being there now eliminate a substantial part of the difficulty from both 
an engineering and a cost standpoint, and therefore it is a much more attractive 
proposal than when the House had the bill before it in 1941.” 

It will be observed that, as Mr. Forsberg had predicted, Colonel North’s pump- 
ing proposal had been discarded. Parenthetically, Senator Burton’s speech also 
reflected the opposition of the Youngstown interests to a through canal. Of this, 
Senator Burton said (Congressional Record, Dec. 5, 1944, p. 8934) : 

“Mr. AIKEN. The Senator expects, then, that eventually the canal will go 
through to Lake Brie? 

“Mr. Burton. I am rather doubtful of that. 
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“Mr, AITKEN. Why would the Senator be doubtful? 

“Mr. Burton. Because there does not seem to be the same urgency for that 
as exists for the shorter canal. Controversy has been raised from time to time 
respecting the two proposals. I am urging the shorter canal on the basis of the 
recommendation of the Board of Engineers, and in any event this is a valuable 
contribution to a through canal, and it is a valuable contribution independent 
of it, on its own feet.” 

On December 6, 1944, the Senate voted, by a count of 52 to 16, to reject the stub- 
end canal amendment to the omnibus bill (Congressional Record, Dec. 6, 1944, 
pp. 9005-9006). 

Mr. Bane. We have no objection to the omnibus bill as a whole. I 
am not undertaking to attack the omnibus waterways bill. I think I 
heard the Department of the Budget say that on the evidence now 
available, Congress should not authorize this West Branch project. 

Senator Kerr. That is fine. Congress will probably reserve the 
right to make its own decision on that, even in the presence of the 
recommendation both of your group and the budget. 

But you are welcome here. IL thought that I had secured from you 
a clear statement first of the people you represent, their position of 
opposition ; and the reason for their opposition. 

Mr. Bane. I intended to give you that. 

Senator Kerr. That is very good. 

Mr. Bane. No; as I say —and I am still, I think, addressing myself 
to Senator Kerr’s question about the connection between this reservoir 
and the canal—the reason the canal has failed, among others, not only 
is there this matter of the Interstate Commerce Commission, but it 
has always appeared that it would cost a tremendous amount of money 
to build this canal. One reason for its excessively high cost is that 
it is very hard to supply it with water. The canal lies in substantial 
part on a height of land between the Ohio and Lake Erie. The Army 
engineers only method of providing it with a supply of water, dis- 
regarding the suggestion at one time that the water be pumped out 
of Lake Erie or out of the Ohio Riv er, the only alternative to that 
extremely expensive method was to dam all of the small tributaries 
of the Mahoning with large storage dams, If you dam them all you 
will have perhaps enough - water to float barges through Youngstown 
on the canal. If you don’t have the dams you can’t float the barges. 

The cost of the dams in the aggregate does get to be very large, even 
though this one may cost only S13 million if the estimates are correct. 

Two of the reservoirs projected for the canal—the Mosquito Creek 
Reservoir and the Berlin Reservoir—have been built by the Federal 
Government. Since that time the proponents of the canal have re- 
duced their estimates of its cost by eliminating any of the money spent 
on the maintenance and construction of those two dams and reservoirs. 

This reservoir will certainly contribute water just as well to the 
canal whether you call it a flood-control reservoir, as they do today, or 
whether you call it a water supply for the canal, as they did when they 
first thought of this particular thing. 

Senator Casr. Do you know whether or not the Mosquito Creek 
Reservoir and Berlin Reservoir each stood on their own bottom, so 
to speak, with regard to their feasibility at the time they were con- 
structed ¢ 

Mr. Bane. They certainly did. As a matter of fact, they have 
succeeded in eliminating any danger of any flood at Youngstown. 
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They have solved the flood-control problem, if there was one, so that 
it does not exist at the present time. That is one of our points here. 

Senator Kerr. Are you making that statement as a representative 
of Youngstown or as a representative of industry at Pittsburgh ? 

Mr. Bane. You know who I am speaking for, Senator Kerr. If 
you will permit, when I have finished my few minutes here I would 
like to introduce to you as our witness on engineering points, Gen. 
R. G. Breene. 

Senator Kerr. We have heard General Breene. 

Mr. Bane. I know you have. He has now studied the engineers 
report which he had not done before. 

Senator Kerr. Do you mean that he had come before the committee 
without having advised himself of the contents of the studies by the 
Corps of Engineers on this project ? 

Senator Hruska. Probably for the reason they didn’t exist. 

Mr. Bane. There were no studies at the time he was here last 
July 16, as we pointed out. The district engineer had given us no 
description of this reservoir. We were fighting with shadows which 
turned out to be pretty concrete. Now we have a detailed report by 
the district engineer. General Breene has studied it and he is there- 
fore much more confident of his conclusions and much better advised 
than he was last July. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman, I want to wrap up one thing. 

We do not have the proposal for the Ohio River-Lake Erie Canal 
before us, and we are not considering that at this time. But you 
did make the observation that in the plans for the discussion of that 
canal that the costs of the Mosquito Creek Reservoir and the Berlin 
Reservoir were being excluded. If each of those reservoirs stood on 
its own bottom and was feasible on their respective merits, why do 

ou think they should be included in considering the cost of the 
rie Canal? 

Mr. Bane. Well, sir, I am not faced with that question because, 
as Senator Case just said, we don’t have any particular proposal to 
build the canal now. I think that the Mosquito Creek and Berlin 
Reservoirs undoubtedly did contribute to solve the flood-control prob- 
lem. 

Senator Casr. You are interested on your own and you are not 
quarreling with that. 

Mr. Bane. I think they did much more than necessary to solve the 
problem and they are in for water storage today, which means they 
are not wholly necessary for flood control. 

Senator Casr. That, of course, is preliminary to suggesting that 
the West Branch Reservoir should be examined as to whether or not 
it is feasible on its own? 

Mr. Bane. Exactly. And I think that is the point to which I must 
now address myself here for a minute or two, and on which General 
Breene is particularly qualified to speak. 

To us the West Branch Reservoir, judged by the studies made for 
us by General Breene and a sanitary engineer named P. R. Haseltine, 
one of the best sanitary engineers we have in Pittsburgh, there is no 
justification economically, and it will on the other hand do positive 
harm by wees the Beaver River. 

General Breene will give you the dollar figures. 
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Senator Kerr. Are you going to ask that he testify? 

Mr. Bane. No. I haven’t Mr. Haseltine here today, but I have a 
statement. 

Senator Kerr. General Breene? 

Mr. Bane. I would like to have him testify. 

Senator Kerr. Would you permit him to make his own statement? 

Mr. Bane. I will. 

Senator Kerr. And you make yours. 

Mr. Banr. I would like to speak for Mr. Haseltine and file his 
statement. He is a distinguished sanitary engineer. His statement 
which I will now file with you, with your permission, shows why 
the degree of flow which will be created in the Mahoning by the 
operation of this West Branch Reservoir will transfer the raw sewage, 
which has been deposited for years in the Mahoning by these Ohio 
towns and is still so deposited, will simply be transferred into Penn- 
sylvania where it will pollute the water intakes along the Beaver. 

Senator Kerr. Will this reservoir increase the intake of the flow 
into the Mahoning ? 

Mr. Bane. Yes, sir. There is no question about that. General 
Person said that. 

Senator Kerr. No; General Person said it would not increase they 
total flow, that it would diminish the flow at one time and increase 
it at another. But that the total volume would not be increased. 

Mr. Bane. At the time that it increases the flow it would transfer 
the sewage. Perhaps I should have qualified what I said. 

Senator Kerr. If a big body of water comes down there wouldn’t 
that transfer the sewage ? 

Mr. Bane. If you provided a big enough body of water all at once 
vou could wash the sewage to the Gulf of Mexico, I suppose, before it 
would hurt anybody. But Mr. Haseltine points out that within a 
certain range, if the flow is low enough, the sewage wouldn’t move to 
the Beaver River. If it is high enough, which nobody expects it to 
he, it is washed right past or diluted so much that it doesn’t matter. 
But in between there is a range and the flow provided by this reservoir 
is very much in that range, in which the bacillus coli and the other 
objectionable contents of human sewage are transferred in a live and 
active state to the intake of the Beaver Falls Water Authority, and 
that that water authority 

Senator Kerr. Now you are making the sewage engineer’s state- 
ment for him. 

Mr. Bane. Yes, sir. He is not here. 

Senator Kerr. You are going to file his statement. 

Mr. Bane. I will, if you please. And perhaps I should say nothing 
more about that. 

Senator Kerr. It is all right. But we have a certain amount of 
time that you are going to be permitted to use. If you want to give 
us their statements and then let them give it, too, that is all right. 

Mr. Bane. I think Mr. Haseltine’s statement is clear and states the 
matter so much better than I can, so I had better leave well enough 
alone and file it. 

Our point here, Mr. Haseltine’s notice of the transferance of the 
sewage was an incidental. We asked him to examine the economic 
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justification of the reservoir, and in particular we asked him whether 
he approved or disapproved of the engineer’s estimate that by in- 
creasing the flow of the Mahoning River during the low period we 
would reduce the cost of sew age disposal for the people of Youngs- 
town by $87,700 per year, which is the figure cited to you by the Army 
engineers. Mr. Haseltine in addition to pointing out this transfer- 
ence of sewage, which is a serious matter, urged on us that there would 
be no saving at all because the only way to purify this river is, as 
Mr. Hollis said this morning in a statement to which General Person 
agreed, to provide sewage treatment plants. That is Mr. Haseltine’s 
thesis. It seems to be agreed upon by the Public Health Service of 
the United States, and by General Person. 

And if it is true, then you must accept Mr. Haseltine’s statement. 
And if that is true, then you have to reduce or eliminate this large 
element urged of economic justification. 

Senator Kerr. Must or should ¢ 

Mr. Bane. As a matter of logic, it is must, Senator, because if you 
agree with General Person, Mr. Hollis, and Mr. Haseltine, then there 
is no use spending money increasing the flow when the only way to 
accomplish the result is to purify the sewage which the Ohio cities 
nave thus far not done. They have spent not a dollar on it as far as 
we can find. They say they have plans, but nobody that I know has 
ever seen any of the plans. 

Senator Case. Does the Ohio Health Department have any author- 
ity to compel compliance with its orders ? 

Dr. Bane. Under their State law I have no doubt that it has, 
Senator Case, but like a good many other things the power seems 
not to have been exercised so far. 

General Breene, who analyzed the engineering side of this—and 
I think he is known to some of your Senators as a man admirably 
qualified to do it—will tell you why we think 

Senator Kerr. Are you now introducing him for his statement ? 

Mr. Bane. I am, if you please. 

[ think I said canals and should have said reservoirs. The reser- 
voirs he studied for the purpose of today’s hearing. He will tell 
you why we think any moneys spent on this reservoir for the purposes 
given in support of it by the Army engineers will be money thrown 
away because it will not be recovered in any savings to the people 
at large. 

With just one more comment, I will introduce General Breene, and 
the comment is this: If this is, as we firmly believe, simply an effort 
by the people in Youngstown, the steel industry there I will say, to 
pet a subsidy from Congress that will hurt the steel industry in Pitts- 
burgh, I think we are sound when we appeal to you on the ground that 
you shouldnt, as a Congress, with all the people here, do anything 
that helps them and hurts us, unless in some w ay it results in some 
overall benefit to everybody in the country, and I don’t see that this 
does. 

General Breene’s figures will, I think, help to support that con- 
clusion. With nothing more, I will introduce General Breene. 

(A number of statements submitted by Mr. John C. Bane, Jr., and 
the prepared text of statement by T. R. Haseltine, The Chester En- 
gineers, Pittsburgh, Pa., follow :) 
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SUMMARY REPORT TO THE UPPER OHIO VALLEY ASSOCIATION UPON THE NEED FOR 
AND THE BENEFITS To BE ANTICIPATED FROM ADDITIONAL REGULATION OF LOW 
FLOW IN THE MAHONING AND BEAVER RIVERS AS PROPOSED BY THE PITTSBURGH 
Districr ENGINEER IN His REVIEW OF Reports UPON THE MAHONING RIVER 
Basin, OHIO, WEST BRANCH RESERVOIR, DATED OCTOBER 1956 


(By T. R. Haseltine, The Chester Engineers, Pittsburgh, Pa., February 1957) 


My name is T. R. Haseltine. I reside in Allegheny County, Pa., and am a 
partner in the firm of The Chester Engineers, 601 Suismon Street, Pittsburgh 12, 
Pa. That firm is nearly 50 years old and is almost exclusively engaged in the 
design and operation of water supply, sewerage, and industrial waste-treatment 
works. Much of our practice has been in the Mahoning, Beaver, and Ohio 
River Basins. 

I am a registered professional engineer in the States of Pennsylvania and 
Wesi Virginia. Through the years 1952-54 I served as one of a board of three 
consulting engineers engaged by the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania to first act 
as consultants to the Pennsylvania Water Resources Committee and later to 
testify and advise the Commonwealth attorneys concerning hearings before a 
master appointed by the United States Supreme Court to hear testimony con- 
cerning New York City’s petition for permission to divert additional water from 
the Delaware River Basin. In that connection my work was largely concerned 
with the sanitation and water-quality phases of the Delaware River and the 
probable effects of various schemes for regulating the flow of that river. 

From time to time I have reported to the Upper Ohio Valley Association upon 
sanitary conditions in the Mahoning and Beaver drainage area and have advised 
that association concerning the probable effect of various proposals for the 
ecanalization of those streams upon their sanitation. On three different occasions 
I testified before the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, Department 
of the Army, concerning projects for further regulating and augmenting summer 
flows in the Mahoning River. On the first two occasions, April 1950 and June 
1954, the hearings were concerned with the so-called Mahoning-Grand River 
diversion project. On the last occasion, December 1956, the hearing was con- 
cerned with the proposed construction of the West Branch Reservoir in the 
Mahoning River Basin, Ohio. I am thoroughly familiar with the Corps of 
Engineers’ various reports on these projects. 

The Mahoning River through and below Youngstown, Ohio, is one of the most 
grossly polluted rivers in the United States. It flows eastward into Pennsyl- 
vania, where it joins with the Shenango River to form the Beaver River. The 
latter is the source of water supply for more than 65,000 people in southwestern 
Pennsylvania. The first water-supply intake, that of West Pittsburg, is only 
18 miles downstream from Struthers, Ohio. In recommending the construc- 
tion of the West Branch Reservoir, the Pittsburgh district engineer for the 
United States Corps of Engineers totally ignored the effect of that project upon 
the water supply of those people. It is my opinion that this effect is of prime 
importance. 

The excessive pollution of the Mahoning River is due largely to the fact that 
none of the Ohio cities discharging sewage to it, except Alliance near its head- 
waters, provides any treatment for their sewage. In contrast, all Pennsylvania 
cities in the Beaver River Basin provide at least primary treatment for their 
sewage, and many of them provide complete treatment by either trickling filters 
or the activated-sludge process. A substantially parallel situation exists as 
regards the treatment of industrial wastes in the two States. Although the Ohio 
communities and industries have been under order from the Ohio Health Depart- 
ment to provide treatment of their wastes for almost 12 years, none of the cities 
and few of the industries have complied with those orders. As of October 
1956, Youngstown, Campbell, Struthers, Niles, and Girard had still failed to 
complete final plans for sewage treatment. None of the Ohio communities had 
even arranged for financing sewage-treatment projects, to say nothing of starting 
their construction. 

As far back as 1940 the United States Public Health Service (Ohio River Pol- 
lution Control, H. Doc. 266, 78th Cong., Ist sess.) concluded that an interme- 
diate degree of sewage treatment plus low-flow control by reservoirs offered the 
most economical method of organic pollution abatement in the Youngstown 
district. However, the Health Service cautioned that low-flow augmentation 
alone, or without a parallel program of sewage treatment, would actually have a 
detrimental effect on the Beaver River because of decreased time of flow. Since 
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then the low flow of the Mahoning River has twice been augmented, once by 
the operation of Berlin Reservoir and again by operation of Mosquito Creek 
Reservoir. I have presented an abundance of data to the Board of Engineers 
for Rivers and Harbors, Department of the Army, in June 1954 and December 
1956, which confirm that original conclusion of the United States Public Health 
Service, and show conclusively that unless the sewage of the Warren-Lowell- 
ville district is treated to a very high degree, any further augmentation of the 
Mahoning River flow would be definitely harmful to the Beaver and that the 
extent of that harm would be inversely proportional to the degree of treatment 
provided for the sewage of the Ohio cities. 

This conclusion is based in part upon a study of the B. coli index, or most 
probable number of coliform bacteria per 100 milliliters of water as found in 
the Beaver River at the Eastvale water intake of the Beaver Falls Municipal 
Authority. Those data clearly show that any increase in the discharge of Ma- 
honing River up to a flow of 1,000 cubic feet per second results in increased bac- 
terial pollution at the water-supply intake, and that it is only at Mahoning River 
flows of more than 2,000 cubic feet per second that sufficient dilution is afforded 
to have any noticeable beneficial effect upon bacterial pollution of the Beaver 
River. 

Operating records of the authority clearly indicate that the presence and con- 
centration of phenolic or other taste-producing substances in the raw water at its 
intake also increase with increased flow in the Mahoning River. This fact was 
also clearly demonstrated in the 1940 survey of the United States Public Health 
Service above referred to. 

It is essential for the protection of the more than 65,000 people using Beaver 
River water that the low flow of the Mahoning River be not further augmented 
until such time as its bacterial and phenolic pollution is reduced by waste treat- 
ment to at least the extent presently ordered by the Ohio Health Department. 
Those orders require an intermediate degree of treatment sufficient to reduce the 
biochemical oxygen demand of the sewage and wastes at least 65 percent. It is 
estimated that under present-day prices, compliance with those orders will cost 
the Ohio municipalities approximately $26 million exclusive of the expenditures 
required by industry for the treatment of its own wastes. Such expenditures will 
be several million more, 

As previously stated, the district engineer’s report of October 1956 gave no 
consideration to the quality of the water at present water supply intakes along 
the Beaver River. Instead, he considered only the condition of the Mahoning 
River through and immediately below Youngstown and expressed the opinion 
that, under the conditions of streamflow and water temperatures presently pre- 
vailing, the degree of sewage and waste treatment ordered by the State would not 
be sufficient to insure the maintenance of a minimum of 3 parts per million of 
dissolved oxygen in that stretch of the river. I concur in that opinion but ques- 
tion the need for maintaining such a high oxygen content and seriously doubt the 
willingness of the Mahoning Valley communities to pay for either a higher degree 
ef treatment or for the additional low-flow regulation that might make main- 
tenance of such an oxygen content possible. This doubt is based on the obvious 
reluctance of those communities to pay for any sewage treatment whatsoever and 
their utter failure to comply with the Ohio Health Department orders that were 
first issued in 1945. 

In evaluating the organic pollution benefits alleged to result from the con- 
struction of the proposed West Branch Reservoir the district engineer claimed 
that the same dissolved oxygen content could be maintained in the Mahoning 
River with that reservoir in operation and treatment of organic wastes to effect 
65-percent reduction in biochemical oxygen demand as could be maintained with- 
out the West Branch Reservoir and treatment to reduce the oxygen demand of 
those wastes 85 percent. He claimed an annual benefit of $87,700 due to the 
avoidance of the need for the 85-percent treatment. At the December 17, 1956, 
hearing before the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, I presented in- 
dependent oxygen balance calculations that did not support that claim. My calcu- 
lations indicated that increasing the degree of organic waste treatment from 65 to 
85 percent would increase the minimum dissolved oxygen content of the river 2.4 
times as much as would the operation of the West Branch Reservoir, and that 
therefore the alleged benefit attributed to that reservoir was 2.4 times as high as 
it should be. 

In other words, that benefit might be nearer $36,600 per year than the $87,700 
elaimed by the district engineer. However, I wish to stress the fact that even 
this benefit could only be realized after the wastes of the Youngstown district 
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have been treated to affect at least 65-percent reduction in their oxygen demand. 
Until those wastes are so treated, the low-flow augmentation resulting from the 
operation of the reservoir would have practically no effect upon the oxygen con- 
tent of the Mahoning River, but would further increase pollution of the Beaver 
River at domestic water intakes therefrom. 

In addition to the organic pollution benefits, the district engineer attributed 
an average annual industrial benefit of $160,200 to the West Branch Reservoir 
for temperature reduction, hardness reduction, maintenance reduction, and 
miscellaneous other effects. As regards temperature reduction, I find that the 
proposed operation of the reservoir would reduce summer water temperatures 
only about 2° F. at the intake for the Campbell works of the Youngstown Sheet 
& Tube Co. Temperature reductions at other points, either above or below 
that intake, would be even less. Such a minor change in water temperature is 
of no significance in steel-mill operation and therefore would not be of any 
real benefit to industry. 

It is not surprising that the Mahoning Valley steel mills find the Mahoning 
River water excessively hard and the maintenance of their water systems ex- 
tremely costly, for they discharge the equivalent of 347,000 pounds of sulfuric 
acid and 1,383,000 pounds of solids to the river daily. It is my opinion that if 
those mills would treat their wastes in accord with the orders of the Ohio Health 
Department, they would find that most of their present water difficulties would 
disappear. In support of this opinion, I call attention to the fact that steel 
mills a Fontana, Calif., and Provo, Utah, successfully treat and reuse prac- 
tically all of their liquid wastes while Bethlehem Steel Co. at Sparrows Point, 
actually purchases treated sewage from the city of Baltimore and pumps it some 
41% miles to its mills for use in cooling and quenching operations. In fact, the 
Youngstown works of the United States Steel Corp. is now treating and recircu- 
lating its wastes to such an extent that its use of makeup water is only 7,000 
gallons per ton of steel as compared with normal steel mill usage of 65,000 gal- 
lons per ton. Thus, I believe that the district engineer’s claims as regards 
industrial benefits from the West Branch Reservoir are grossly exaggerated. 
In fact, I believe that if the Mahoning Valley industries and municipalities 
compiled with the Ohio Health Department requirements concerning waste 
treatment, very little if any benefit to industry would accrue from construction 
of that reservoir. 

In conclusion, I wish to point out that in view of the present grossly polluted 
condition of the Mahoning River, it is extremely difficult for the Corps of Engi- 
neers, the United States Public Health Service, the Ohio Health Department, 
the writer, or any other qualified sanitary engineer or chemist to accurately 
ealculate what its condition will be after the Ohio cities and industries have 
complied with the present orders of the State health department. In fact, as 
much as 2 to 5 years may elapse after such compliance before the full benefits 
of sewage and waste treatment can be realized. To construct West Branch 
Reservoir prior to such compliance would seriously endanger 65,000 Pennsyl- 
vania users of Beaver River water and be of little, if any, value to Ohio munic- 
ipalities. Therefore, it is my recommendation that the project be shelved until 
at least 2 years have elapsed after full compliance with present Ohio health 
department requirements. At that time the merits of the project could be evalu- 
ated far more accurately than they can at present. Such an evaluation may 
or may not show a need for the project. 


MEMORANDUM BRIEF RE THE PROPOSED PORTAGE OR West BRANCH RESERVOIR 


PROPOSITION 


The following memorandum supports the thesis that the proposed Portage 
or West Branch Reservoir mentioned in Senate bill 497, page 39, line 20, is not 
in reality a project for flood protection, as described in said bill, but is in reality 
a standby reservoir, planned for the purpose of protecting the water storage 
in the Berlin Dam against a deficiency arising from the sale of water to the 
Mahoning Valley Sanitary District under an agreement dated February 15, 1950, 
between the Secretary of the Army and the said Mahoning Valley Sanitary 
District. 

To the sections of the brief supporting the main thesis, two sections have been 
added dealing with the actual cost of water sold by the Government at $5 per 
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million gallons and with the inequity which arises when valuable Government 
resources are seld for a grossly inadequate price. 


SECTION I. THE GOVERNMENT AGREEMENT OF FEBRUARY 15, 1950 


The contract between the Secretary of Defense and the Mahoning Valley 
Sanitary District is dated February 15, 1950, and was entered into under 
the act of Congress of December 22, 1944, chapter 665, sections 6 and 7, 58 
Statutes 890, which read as follows: 

“Act of December 22, 1944 (ch. 665, secs. 6 and 7, 58 Statutes 890). 

“Sec. 6. That the Secretary of War is authorized to make contracts with 
States, municipalities, private concerns, or individuals, at such prices and on 
such terms as he may deem reasonable, for domestic and industrial uses for 
surplus water that may be available at any reservoir under the control of the 
War Department: Provided, That no contracts for such water shall adversely 
affect the existing lawful uses of such water. * * * 

“Sec. 7. Hereafter it shall be the duty of the Secretary of War to prescribe 
regulations for the use of storage allocated for flood control or navigation at all 
reservoirs constructed wholly or in part with Federal Funds provided on the 
basis of such purposes, and the operation of any such project shall be in accord- 
ance with such regulations. (T. V. A. excepted). * * *” 

The contract based on the above sections is still in force, although no water has 
as yet been delivered to the sanitary district thereunder. Articles 2 and 5 
of that contract read as follows: 

Article 2. Storage volume reservation: Right of sanitary district to draw 
water from reservoir: 

“(a) The Government, in order to meet a water supply demand of the sanitary 
district varying from 0 million gallons daily to a maximum of 34,000,000 gallons 
daily will reserve storage volume above elevation 980 in Berlin Reservoir for 
purposes of water supply.” * * * [Table follows.] 

“(b) The Sanitary District shall have the right to draw from the reservoir, 
through the water intake facilities to be constructed by the Sanitary District 
in the Reservoir and adjacent to the dam, within each year, * * * a quantity 
of water for domestic and industrial uses not in excess of an average daily rate 
of thirty four million gallons * * * (certain qualifying provisions).” 

Article 5. Payment by sanitary district to the Government, reads: 

“(a) The Sanitary District shall pay to the government for water reserved 
for the Sanitary District in accordance with Article 2 a unit price of two and 
one-half ($2.50) dollars a million gallons. 

“(b) The Sanitary District shall in addition pay to the Government for water 
drawn by the Sanitary District in accordance with Article 2 a unit price of two 
and one half ($2.50) dollars a million gallons.” 


SECTION II. THE REAL PURPOSE BEHIND THE WEST BRANCH PROJECT 


At Youngstown, Ohio, on December 17, 1956, a public hearing was held by the 
United States Army Engineers on the West Branch Reservoir (now renamed the 
Portage Reservoir). One of the witnesses to appear before the engineers to 
testify as to the need for the West Branch Dam was Mayor William C. Burbank of 
the city of Warren, Ohio. Mayor Burbank very frankly stated the overall con- 
dition in the Mahoning Valley and the relation of the various storage dams to 
each other, and to the communities in the valley. He said, 

“Now I would like to say something in support of our need for water in the 
Mahoning Valley and especially in the city of Warren, which has unselfishly 
given up 34 million gallons per day, this being the amount of water that will 
bypass Warren when the diversion pipeline has been completed between Berlin 
and Meander. In giving up this water Warren did so in the interest of the entire 
Mahoning Valley. For many years this valley has considered itself as one 
integrated community and such benefits that accrue to one accrue to all in the 
Mahoning Valley. The domestic water shortage that threatened Niles, Girard, 
and Youngstown would have serious repercussions in Warren, so the Warren 
City Council in 1940 gave permission for this diversion. This removes from the 
river at Warren 34 million gallons of water, water to which the people of Warren 
have riparian rights. When these riparian rights were surrendered two projects 
were in the offing, either one of which would have replaced the 34 million gallons. 
One of these projects was the Eagle Creek Reservoir which had received approval 
in Congress, but no appropriation. The other was the Grand River Floodway. 
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Since neither of these projects now seem feasible, the city of Warren must rely 
on West Branch, with its estimated 25 to 35 million gallon yield to replace the 
water that will be diverted from Berlin.” * * * 

Included among the papers filed with the board of engineers, was a statement 
prepared by Congressman Michael J. Kirwan, of Youngstown, the most active 
promoter of the proposed West Branch, or Portage Reservoir. Congressman 
Kirwin’'s statement is quite long, and we cannot therefore quote all of it, but we 
here quote certain paragraphs germane to the proposition that West Branch, in 
essence, is a water selling proposition. 

“That is why we are pleading with you today, to authorize the West Branch 
project and get the construction underway, because if we ever get into another 
emergency we will be sunk without it. 

“Mr. Davis. In other words, those steel mills need that water? 

“Mr. Kirwin. Not only the steel mills, but also General Motors wants to break 
ground in this area for the largest assembly plant in the world, which is going to 
cost $85 million to construct. The only reason why they are not breaking ground 
now is that they say they cannot break it until after New Year’s because of this 
water situation. They have signed their contracts and have bought the land, 

“Here is the largest corporation in the world, gentlemen, General Motors, 
which has postponed the breaking of ground for 6 months because they have no 

vater until this thing goes through so it will assure them that they can get the 
water from Berlin Dam and Reservoir. 

“The city is building and constructing a pipeline at a cost of 5 or 6 million 
dollars, which takes so much water out of Berlin over to Meander Dam that they 
built. The Government has nothing to do with that land. They are buying it 
and putting the pipeline there to get so many more gallons of water a day. The 
city of Warren asked for 10 million more gallons for drinking purposes out of 
Mosquito Reservoir. The water is so valuable that the city of Niles offered an 
option for taking 10 million gallons of water a day more. 

“I have seen nowhere in the United States or abroad where water is needed 
more than itis inthis valley. lam asking today you to approve this badly needed 
West Branch Reservoir. 

“T would like to have this small statement incorporated in the record, and I am 
thankful and grateful for the privilege of appearing before this great committee, 
I hope when you get to act on it, that it will be favorable action, because if there 
was ever a place that needed water, the industry in that valley and the industry 
coming into that valley which has to serve this Nation needs it. I am speaking 
there of General Motors, for example, which is going to break ground for an $85 
million project, and the only way they can do it is through having this reservoir 
erected. That is why I say the Army engineers cannot estimate the value of this 
project. It rung into billions and not millions,” * * * 


SECTION III, THE COST OF WATER TO BE SOLD AT $5 PER MILLION GALLONS 


Under date of October 18, 1954, we filed a brief with the Honorable John W. 
Bricker, United States Senator from Ohio, dealing with the unfairness to private 
water companies, of selling water from Government flood-control dams at a 
nominal price which enables the purchaser to go out and resell the water in com- 
petition with the private water company at rates so low as to drive private 
enterprise from the field. In that brief we analyzed the effect upon the business 
of Ohio Water Service Co., of Youngstown, Ohio, of the Government contract men- 
tioned above in section 1 of this memorandum. We wish to quote the following 
portions of our memorandum to Senator Bricker, as they have a direct bearing 
upon the real motive behind the urgent promotion of the West Branch Dam. 

“The subsidized water, which will be purchased at a very low rate from the 
United States Government dam at Berlin, under the contract already deseribed, 
will be delivered to the Mahoning Valley Sanitary District, and will be, by the 
district, passed on to the cities of Niles and Youngstown. Nothing is more certain 
than that those cities will, in turn, unless prevented by law, invade surrounding 
territory and sell water wherever, and to whomsoever they can.” 

“As directly germane to the above point, we herewith submit a comparative 
statement showing what it would cost a private company to impound the same 
water now proposed to be furnished the sanitary district at $5 per million gal- 
lons. The cheaper water is certain to win the market, and as long as the Gov- 
ernment absorbs all the capital cost Government water can be sold at a very 
low figure. 
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“Comparison 


“As a basis of construction cost, we have selected the Hoover Dam and Reser- 
voir at Columbus, Ohio, which is now over 90 percent completed, and which in 
most respects, such as distance from markets, topography, volume of stream, 
ete., is roughly similar to the Berlin flood-control dam under discussion in this 
brief. The cost of the Hoover Dam and Reservoir development is $14,350,000, 
and the safe daily yield is 50.1 millions of gallons per day. 

“As already stated in this brief, the Mahoning Valley Sanitary District pro- 
poses to purchase 34 million gallons daily from Berlin Dam. We start our 
comparison, therefore, by taking 34/50.11, or 67.86 percent, of $14,350,000 (i. e., 
the cost of the Hoover development), and we get $9,737,900 as the cost of pri- 
vately constructing a project which, like the Berlin Dam, has a safe daily yield 
of 34 million gallons. Let us assume that a private project, so constructed, 
would be conservatively financed by 6 percent common stock of $1,947,580 (20 
percent of cost), 4%4 percent preferred stock of $1,947,500 (20 percent of cost), 
and 314-percent bonds to an amount of $5,842,740 (60 percent of cost). The 
annual sinking fund, interest, and dividend requirements on such a pro forma 
setup would be $419,458. 

“This is not the entire story, however, for there must yet be taken into con- 
sideration annual local taxes of $140,225, depreciation of $26,299, and operating 
and maintenance expense of $15,000, and also Federal income taxes, estimated 
at $279,277, or, in all: 


Br ee acs ih Sh ie sis ss lieth deceit icin $419, 458 
I hd aaiShs tees cicione od babar bib eoindls 181, 244 
STS Mere OI, TOMATO ) ceca ik ot i i els ened ecu -- 279, 277 


Required gross annual income (to meet expenses only) of a pri- 
eer A 8 pete ee oe is titel lig diluianad 880, 259 


“If we calculate the cost per million gallons, we divide $880,259, the annual 
income, by 12,410, the annual gallonage in millions, and we arrive at a cost to 
the private company of $70.93 per million gallons. 

“As against this figure of $70.93 of the private company, there can be con- 
trasted the $5 per million gallons proposed to be charged the sanitary district 
by the United States Government under the contract for purchase of Berlin 
Dam water already referred to in this brief. One can see at a glance why there 
can be no possible competition between the two sources of supply. The sanitary 
district, which will pay only $5 for that which would cost the private company 
$70.93, can undersell its competitor in all markets.” 





SECTION IV. SELLING VALUABLE RESOURCES AT FAR BELOW COST 


In this last section of our memorandum we quote, first of all, the famous 
letter from President Theodore Roosevelt of March 3, 1903, respecting the giving 
away to private individuals of valuable Government rights. This letter lays 
down the correct principle involved in these matters, and reads as follows: 


Wuitk Hovssz, March 3, 1908. 
To the House of Representatives: 

I return without approval House Bill 14051 entitled “An Act Granting the 
Consent of Congress to N. F. Thompson and Associates to erect a dam and con- 
struct a power station at Muscle Shoals, Alabama.” 

The recent development of the application of water power to the production 
of electricity available for use at considerable distances has revealed an element 
of substantial value in streams which the Government is or is liable to be called 
upon to improve for purposes of navigation, and this value, in my judgment, 
should be properly utilized to defray the cost of the improvement. Wherever the 
Government constructs a dam and lock for the purpose of navigation there is a 
waterfall of great value. It does not seem right or just that this element of 
local value should be given away to private individuals of the vicinage, and at 
the same time the people of the whole country should be taxed for the local 
improvement. 

It seems clear that justice to the taxpayers of the country demands that when 
the Government is or may be called upon to improve a stream the improvement 
should be made to pay for itself, so far as practicable. I am advised that at 
another point on the same river to which this bill refers, there is an authorized 
project for improvement by the Government at a cost of over $800,000.00, and that 
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an offer has been made by a responsible citizen to do the entire work without 
expense to the government, provided he can be authorized to use the water 
power. I think it is desirable that the entire subject of granting privileges of 
the kind referred to in this bill should be considered in a comprehensive way 
and that a general policy appropriate to the new conditions caused by the advance 
in electrical science should be adopted under which these valuable rights will 
not be practically given away but will be disposed of after full competition in 
such a way as Shall best conserve the public interests. 
THEODORE ROOSEVELT. 
(Messages of the Presidents, vol. XV, p. 6817.) 


It is our feeling that the water supply impounded by great Government dams 
is valuable property, and that it is day by day increasing in importance. The 
cost of these dams is enormous, and is borne by the taxpayers of the entire 
Nation. Why should not the same safeguards be thrown about them as are 
thrown about our other natural resources? Why should these water supplies 
be sold off behind closed doors, at prices so low as to shock the conscience by 
their inadequacy? Congress has not only the right, but also the duty to in- 
vestigate and to prescribe fair play. Let everything be done in the open and by 
public bidding, if necessary. In any event, fair and adequate returns should 
be made to the Government. 

In this connection, we quote a paragraph from the case of Harry F. Sinclair 
v. The United States (279 U. S. 263; 73 L. E. 692). The facts are well known 
and need not be recited here. The so-called Teapot Dome leases and contracts 
aroused suspicion by their terms and fraud was charged. Mr. Sinclair refused 
to testify about the transaction and was held guilty of contempt. In sustaining 
the conviction, the Supreme Court said: 

“While appellant caused the Mammoth Oil Company to be organized and 
owned all its shares, the transaction purporting to lease to it the lands within 
the reserve cannot be said to be merely or principally the personal or private 
affairs of appellant. Jt was a matter of concern to the United States. The title 
to valuable Government lands was involved. The validity of the lease and the 
means by which it had been obtained under existing law were subjects that 
might be properly investigated in order to determine what, if any, legislation 
was necessary or desirable in order to recover the leased lands or to safeguard 
other parts of the public domain.” [Emphasis ours.] 

In quoting the foregoing section of the Supreme Court’s opinion we do not 
wish to charge or in any way imply that the Govermment contract referred 
to in section I of this memorandum carries with it any stigma of impropriety 
or irregularity. We know of no such taint. We do charge and claim, however, 
that it is grossly unfair to private industry to sell natural resources, such as 
impounded water supplies, at noncompetitive figures, under private contracts, 
privately arrived at, in such a Way as to do immense harm and damage to citi- 
zens and taxpayers armed with absolutely no special favors and subject to the 
heavy tax burdens of the 20th century. 

Respectfully submitted on behalf of the Ohio Water Service Co., of Youngs- 
town, Ohio. 

MITCHELL, MITCHELL & REED. 


STATEMENT OF R. G. BREENE, CONSULTING ENGINEER, REPRE- 
SENTING UPPER OHIO VALLEY ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Breene. My name is R.G. Breene. I live in Dayton, Ohio. I 
um a graduate professional engineer. I was graduated from Purdue 
University in 1917, and thereafter served in the United States Army 
for 29 years, until I was retired as a major general, on account of 
physical disability, in 1946. TI am registered as a professional engi- 
neer in the States of Ohio and Washington, and am a member of the 
American Society of Civil Engineers and the American Asso iation 
of Professional Engineers. 

I practice my profession as a member of the firm of Transportation 
Consultants, Inc., of Washington, D. C. TI have served the Upper 
Ohio Valley Association as a consultant since 1947. My principal 
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work has been that of making and reporting engineering studies of 
the long series of proposals that the Federal Government shall build 
a canal either between the Ohio River and Y oungstown, or from the 
Ohio River through Youngstown to Lake Erie. 

Senator Case. When you served in the United States Army, was it 
in the Corps of Engineers / 

Mr. Breen. No, : sir. I was an Air Corps officer, since transferred 
to the Air Force, after my retirement. I was not serving in the Corps 
of Engineers. I should have explained that. 

As all of you must know, every one of these plans—and plans have 
been submitted since prior to 1930—for such a canal has proposed the 
provision of a navigable waterway from the Ohio River into the 
Youngstown industrial district, by the canalization of the Beaver 
River in Pennsylvania and of its tr ibutary, the Mahoning River, in 
Ohio. Such a canal would, beyond any question, confer great addi- 
tional economic advantages upon the long prosperous Youngstown 
steel manufacturing district—albeit at the costs of a tremendous ex- 
penditure of Federal funds and at great detriment to other steel 
manufacturing districts. 

In these circumstances, it is not surprising, and you all know, that 
the canal project has alw: ays enjoyed most powerful and enthusiastic 
political support by the Youngstown steel interests and their depend- 
ents. Similarly, the canal idea has been opposed by a multitude of 

taxpayers in other districts, particularly other steel- -manufacturing 
districts; by manufacturers, railroads, labor organizations, and others 
who would be damaged by any additional subsidization of the steel 
industry in Youngstown, or who simply oppose any economic waste 
of the Federal revenues. 

I have been exposed for years to the views of both factions, as con- 
sultant for the Upper Ohio Valley Association. It is the principal 
organization through which the opponents of the canal are able to act 
in the protection of their interests. 

It is necessary, as a matter of frankness, that I tell you that it is 
abundantly clear to me that the West Branch Reservoir, which we 
are opposing, is desired by its proponents because—and perhaps only 
because—it would be useful to supply water to the canal. 

We believe—and I speak for the engineering committee of the 
Upper Ohio Valley Association—we believe that this reservoir, al- 
though it is true it is not an integral part of the canal plan, exactly 
as the Board of E ngineers said, we believe that every drop of addi- 
tional water made available in the Youngstown area by the Federal 
Government will assist the stub-end canal which my principal, Mr. 
Heard, thinks is the only canal that is actually desired anyway. 

Senator Kerr. Who i is your principal ? 

Mr. Breene. Mr. John J. Heard. He is the counsel, along with 
Mr. Bane, of the Upper Ohio Valley Association. 

Mr. Bane. He is my law partner, Senator Kerr. 

Senator Kerr. I thought you were both working for the same 
organization and therefore your designation of your principal 

Mr. Breene. I didn’t mean that. Let me apologize. I have been 
working longer for Mr. Heard than Mr. Bane. 

Senator Kerr. Your colleague. 
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Mr. Brerene. Instead, I am here today as a representative of the 
Upper Ohio Valley Association to state the views I have formed 
after extensive study, as an engineer, of the proposal included in 
S. 497, that the Federal Government shall authorize and build— 
the project for flood protection on the West Branch of the Mahoning River, 
Ohio * * * substantially in accordance with the report of the division engineer, 
dated October 29, 1956, at an estimated cost of $12,585,000. 

This project appears in lines 20-23, on page 39 of S. 497. 

It was my honor and pleasure to speak to this same committee at 
a hearing held in this same room last July 16, upon the merits of 
an almost identical proposal contained in the omnibus rivers and 
harbors bill of 1956—H. R. 12080. 

Since that time, our knowledge of the West Branch Reservoir 
project has been made much more precise. When the proposal was 
before Congress last year, neither Congress nor anybody else had 
any accurate description of the reservoir, any accurate estimate of its 
cost, or any accurate estimate of its economic value. Since that 
time, the project has been extensively reported at various levels of the 
Corps of Engineers of the Army. 

Under date of October 25, 1956, the district engineer at Pittsburgh 
made a report which recommended the construction of the reservoir 
at a cost of $12,585,000—an exteremely bulky paper to which I shall 
shortly refer again. A very few days later, the district engineer’s 
report was endorsed by the division engineer. Having held brief 
hearings at Youngstown on December 16, the Board of Engineers for 
Rivers and Harbors published a report under date of January 14, 
1957, which endorsed favorably the reports of the district and division 
engineers, and so recommended that the reservoir be authorized. 
Since then, I understand, the Chief of Engineers has, without mate- 
rial comment, recommended all these earlier reports to the Secretary 
of the Army. 

Thus, we now have, as we certainly had not on July 15, 1956, a full 
statement of the grounds on which the Corps of Engineers bases its 
recommendation that Congress shall authorize the construction of 
the West Branch Reservoir. 

My study of these reports has confirmed strongly my convictions of 
last summer that, considered as a Federal project, the West Branch 
Reservoir is without any conceivable economic merit, and that it 
should under no circumstances be approved by this committee or 
authorized by Congress. 

This view I submit to you with all respect for the distinguished 
Corps of Engineers, but also with the greatest possible confidence 
that the hard facts I am about to state must convince you or any other 
impartial authority that my conclusions are valid. 


BASIS OF THE FAVORABLE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE ARMY ENGINEERS 


As a basis for their recommendation that you spend at least $12,- 
500,000 of Federal money on this project, the Army engineers rely 
entirely upon one criterion: the test of economic justification. In 
short, they estimate that the annual charges incident to the construc- 
tion and maintenance of the reservoir will be less than the estimated 
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value of the annual benefits resulting from its existence. The ulti- 
mate figures stated in the district engineer’s report are as follows: 


Net annual charges (rounded) __.----_______ spe! r isn women de, GO COD 
Total evaluated benefits (rounded) -.....__-__________ : oe Stee 
Estimated annual margin of economic justification._...._.-____ 166, 000 


If either the cost figure or the benefit figure is too favorable to the 
project, it must follow that the margin of justification is less than 
$166,000. If the net error favors the canal, by as much as $166,000, 
or any greater figure, it must follow that the project has no economic 
justification and that the recommendations that you approve it are 
without foundation. 

Senator Kerr. No; it follows that the economic justification will 
be only $1 of benefit to $1 of cost. 

Mr. Breenr. I believe by the definition accepted by your commit- 
tee in the past that the economic justification is zero unless there is 
an interest—— 

Senator Kerr. Not at all. The overage might be zero, but it 
wouldn’t support your statement that there was no economic justifi- 
cation if the benefits were only a dollar to the cost dollar. 

Senator Casr. If they were 1.01 to 1 there would still be a little 
margin. 

Senator Kerr. And if it were 1.0 to 1.0, then it would be one where- 
in the economic benefits equaled only the economic costs, but that 
wouldn’t support the conclusion that there were no economic justifi- 
cation. 

It would support the charge that there was no sufficient economic 
justification. 

Just so that you may understand how we regard the figures. 

Mr. Breene. Sir, we didn’t know that the Senate considered any 
project economically justified 

Senator Kerr. We have authorized projects where the economic 
justifications on the basis of the report were not as much as 1 to 1. 

Mr. Breene. I know that. 

Senator Kerr. And we have also felt that there was no economic 
justification. 

Senator Case. The Appropriations Committee has been a little 
more jaundiced in looking at some of those projects where the feasi- 
bility was not high. Let’s go ahead, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. I would be glad to. I just wanted him to be ap- 
prised of what reality is. 

Mr. Breene. It is not necessary for me to explain why, since it is 
in my statement, which we accepted for the purpose of our study 
the Corps of Engineers estimates of costs. It was impossible for us 
to go into the details of the cost estimate. 

It was made impossible by various rules with which you are no 
doubt familiar. However, in one respect the annual costs are defi- 
nitely wrong. 

The annual costs of the reservoir would be at least $70,000 more than 
the $506,000 estimated by the district engineer. 

Two conditions over which we had no control have made it impos- 
sible for our engineering committee to furnish you any detailed analy- 
sis or criticism of the estimated unit and aggregate costs from which 
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the district engineer drew his conclusion that the net annual charges 
attributable to this project would total $506,000. 

The first of these two conditions was that we were unable to obtain 
any copy of the district engineer’s report, except after almost intoler- 
able delay and labor. 

We were not permitted to remove a copy of the report from the dis- 
trict engineer’s office and we were not permitted to use a copying ma- 
chine in his office. These restrictions were the more irritating because 
there were a number of copies of the report available, and because this 
was 2 document not restricted and made at public expense. 

The result was that we were able to obtain a partial copy of the 
report only by the expenditure of a tremendous amount of time in 
manual copying and comparison. Then, before we were able to ob- 
tain a complete copy, the Board of Engineers called their hearing in 
Youngstown in mid-December, and so took the matter out of the dis- 
trict engineer’s hand before we had any opportunity to complete our 
copying or to form any judgment of the district engineer’s estimates 
of the costs of lands, materials, labor, and the multitude of other 
things required in the construction of a dam and reservoir. 

In these circumstances we are forced, for my purposes today, to ac- 
cept the district engineer’s basic construction cost estimates. We ac- 
cept them, however, with very considerable mental reservation; for, as 
I told you last summer, any comprehensive study of past experience 
will show that the original estimates of project costs which have been 
submitted to the Congress in support of past requests for the author- 
ization of waterway projects have almost invariably been far from 
suflicient to cover the costs actually incurred when the projects have 
been constructed. On this ground alone, any informed person would 
give great weight to the excellent probability that the annual charges 
attributable to the West Branch Reservoir would, were the project 
authorized and executed, be a great deal more than $506,000. 

In one respect, our difficulty in obtaining any copy of the district 
engineer’s report created no interference with our estimate of costs. 
In one respect, at least, it is obvious that the annual costs of $506,000, 
as stated in the report, are incorrect and wholly unrealistic. The dis- 
trict engineer based his costs on a supposed interest rate of 214 percent. 
But. there is no long term of 214-percent money available to the Fed- 
eral Government or anybody else at the present time. There was 
no long-term, 214-percent money available at the time this report was 
made, or at the time the Board of Engineers approved it. The most 
reliable opinions on the subject indicate that no money will be avail- 
able at any such low rate at any time in the predictable future. 

It is very unlikely that there will be any 214-percent money avail- 
able in the predictable future. 

Although it is a most optimistic view, we may assume, in an effort 
to be scrupulously fair, that money will be available at a rate of 314 
percent. This I personally doubt. 

If we recalculate the annual costs of the West Branch project at this 
undoubtedly optimistic interest rate, the annual costs of the West 
Branch project will be increased from the district engineer’s estimate 


of $506,000 to $576,000. The figures are as follows: (this table should 
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be compared with table 4, appendix VI, annex 1, report of Pittsburgh 
district engineer) : 





ee OED OE I ore eee meeeneape= $424, 349 
2. Amortization (3% percent interest) 0.00824 $12,780,000____.______ 105, 307 
D. BeRIOeRANCe BE OPSTOGOR Costs... ne bint we 46, 000 
a areal dichauais Raneeamnnnnibadbeipiomtante 575, 656 
ae ere ender eiemennl 000, 000 
6. Net annual charges (rounded) -..------__--..--_--_--_--- 576, 000 


This hard fact, that the margin of economic justification is at most 
the difference bet ween $672,000, alleged benefits, and $576,000 of mini- 
mum costs, or a total of $96,000, immediately reduces the benefit-cost 
ratio of the West Branch project to a marginal 1.16 to 1.00. 

Where the margin of justification of a waterway project is as narrow 
as this, and where an error of the relative magnitude just described is 
so apparent, any prudent investor—or any committee of the Congress 
of the United States—should clearly be alert to the possibility that 
there are other errors of the same tendency, and that their correction 
will eliminate the narrow margin—only $96,000 left—and condemn 
any use of public moneys to support the project. 

In this case, there are many such additional errors. Some of them 
are easily demonstrated, and with your permission I shall refer to a 
few of these which appear in the district engineer’s calculation of 
supposed benefits. 

Annual benefits resulting from the construction of the reservoir 
would be much less than $506,000 annual benefits claimed by the dis- 
trict engineer’s report. 

These annual benefits, as estimated in the district engineer’s report, 
may be tabulated as follows: 


Average annual: 


I eslcin $342, 700 
Neen ene nn cram tag pr eteseben cig miarore sn erienes 29, 300 
ren ON LE SUT uth 40, 500 
IRI IENI 35k ope oo rs et lela 11, 600 
I clench ancl tinge endibeenchseplesicion 81, 800 
I hii 11, 900 
ae ce ce ec eecdesan eimndsaneneneckesaeenpeibormaranpeschananas 48, 200 
umereeeen ne) Se ee ik Se ee ot Et 18, 300 
In OR sg id ete tnttb did wbidis ebb aticsss 87, 700 

(SSS Vina eg eS eS APRESS SS a 672, 000 


OVERSTATEMENT OF REDUCTION OF FLOOD DAMAGES 


Of the alleged annual benefits tabulated above, it will be noted 
that a total of an alleged reduction of flood damages by $372,000 
minus $342,700 direct flood damage, plus $29,300 “indirect. flood 
damage”—constitutes somewhat more than half of the total claimed 
benefits of $672,000. To a very large extent, this is the amount by 
which, you are urged to believe, the average annual damage done by 
floods in the Mahoning Valley will be reduced if the West Branch 
Reservoir shall be authorized, built, and operated. The accuracy 
of this particular estimate is obviously of critical importance to any 
valid judgment of the economic value of the reservoir. 

Considering that fact, it might be expected that the district engineer 
would calculate such a figure with the precision made easy by modern 
engineering techniques and equipment, and support it by the most 
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credible kind of evidence. To be more specific, we might expect to 
find in the district engineer’s report photogrammetric plans of the 
Youngstown industrial district. Such plans could be prepared at a 
nominal cost. 

The margins of lands occupied by water at various flood stages 
could re: dily be indicated thereon. An up-to-date high-water profile 
of the Mahoning River, indicating the critical elevation points in 
the various industrial plants, commercial establishments and resi- 
dential sections could easily be included therein. Finally, by the use 
of such plans, the precise nature and extent of the damage done by 
any particular flood stage to industrial plants, commercial and resi- 
dential buildings, and other matters could easily be tabulated in 
detail. 

But although the district engineer’s report contains in excess of 
100 sheets of generally complex exhibits and tables, including numer- 
ous maps, statements of core-boring data, hydrologic exhibits, flood 
damage and flood-frequency charts, charts pertaining to reservoir 
regulations, tables of material and labor estimates, and other tabu- 
lated forms, it contains no single exhibit or statement from which 
you or any body could determine what particular area of land adjoin- 
ing the Mahoning River would be flooded by any particular flood 
stage, or what particular buildings or other physical improvements 
would be covered by any particular flood stage, or what damage any 
particular flood stage would be likely to do them. 

In lieu of any engineering proof or evidence of these things, the 
report alleges that a flood-ds amage survey “was conducted by inter- 
views with industrial representatives and owners and oce ‘upants of 
residential and commercial properties by field appraisers * * *.” The 
report shows that this so-called survey, conducted by field appraisers 
and interviews, was an investigation of the damages—and this is 
very important—which would occur at such river stages as 26.5 feet 
and 21.5 feet—stages which under the present degree of flood pro- 
tection in the Mahoning Valley would have a frequency of once every 
2,200 years and 400 years respectively. In addition, it is true, the 
report indicates that the survey inquired into damages done by the 
flood of January 1952 when the river reached a stage of 13.62 feet; 
but it is to be noted that, as controversy press reports show very clearly, 
and which have previously been submitted to this committee, this 
flood caused only the most minor of damages. 

Until a few years ago, the official flood stage of the Mahoning River 
was a stage of 12 feet on the Bridge Street gage in Youngstown. In 
point of fact, when the stage is 14 feet at that point, the Mahoning 
River is no more than bank full, and as a result no damage worthy 
of the interest of Congress is likely to occur until the river stage 
exceeds 14 feet. 

The 5 greatest floods of record in the Mahoning Valley during the 
last 20 years were as follows: 











Date Stage at Stage at 
Youngstown | Warren 





1. Mar. 26, 1936- eA ; an cask 14. 31 6. 53 
2. Jan. 25, 1937 pgea3h Sehet d st , sa 14. 92 8.06 
3. Dec. 30, 1942 . ‘ i ; sai diate 13. 96 6.5 
4. May 28, 1946... .- cae és poate fu f ‘i 14. 16 5.78 
5. Jan. 27, 1952 i thah idaho Gian ue Sgn eee wikamwcideaba iad aaa babel ‘a 13. 62 a9 
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It is shown by every available historical record (including among 
others the files of the Y oungstown Vindicator, a publication which 
invariable promotes with missionary zeal every proposal for any im- 
provement of the Mahoning and its tribut: aries) that none of these 
floods caused any significant damages which could have resulted from 
the overflow of the Mahoning River. Instead, as the newspaper files 
clearly show, the damages which these floods did were limited almost 
wholly to the flooding | of individual basements and cellars and the 
backing up of inadequate sewer outlets, which resulted from the over- 
flow of small tributaries below the West Branch. 

In the light of these facts, which have never been and can never be 
ser a disputed, you may not be surprised when I present to you 
that the cities of the Mahoning Valley have no need for any addi- 
tional flood protection. The existing Berlin, Milton, and Mosquito 
Creek Reservoirs presently control 41 percent of the watershed 
above Youngstown. 

This percentage could be increased to 51 percent without additional! 
construction, if a portion of the Meander Reservoir were used for 
flood-control purposes, and at the 51 percent level, the territory would 
have greater protection than that which would be provided by the 
construction of the proposed West Branch Reservoir. 

The report of the district engineer itself, which recommends the 
West Branch project to you, concedes that 
a substantial degree of flood protection has been provided in the Mahoning 
Basin * * * particularly with respect to moderate floods and the resulting major 
part of average annual damages. (See report, p. 43.) 

At page 19 the same report avers that the average annual direct and 
indirect flood damages for the entire Mahoning Valley had been 
reduced by approximately 80 percent as a result of the construction of 
the Berlin and Mosquito Creek Reservoirs. An almost conclusive 
proof of the virtual freedom of the Mahoning Valley of any danger 
of material flood damages is found in appendix 2, page 18, paragraph 
30 of the engineer’s report, where the report says of the 13.23 flood 
stage reached at Youngstown on May 13, 1956, the following: 

Rainfall over the 3-day period averaged from 2 to 5 inches over the Beaver 
River Basin with 2 to 3 inches falling over the headwater area of the Mahoning 
River on the 12th. Runoff for the period averaged about 2.5. 

a * * * * * . 

Berlin and Mosquito Creek Reservoirs were especially effective and without 
their storage, runoff from the storm would have caused the Mahoning River 
to have reached its second highest stage of record at both Warren and Youngs- 
town. 

It is a fact, which will be confirmed by reference to the newspapers 
of the period, that the flood of May 13, 1956, did no significant dam- 
age in Youngstown or the other Mahoning Valley cities. 

Nevertheless, for some reason of their own which they have never 
explained, the Corps of Engineers have decided that any rise of the 
Mahoning River which goes above the 10-foot stage at Youngstown, 
is a flood. In other words, even though a stage of 13.23 feet, which 
occurred as recently as last spring, did no significant damage, the 
engineers consider it a flood of over 3 feet and suppose—and urge 
upon you—that it would do damages of many thousands of dollars. 
Similarly, although the five floods listed above in my table actually 
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did little or no damage, the Engineers’ methods of fixing the flood 
level and of calculating flood damages would lead to the conclusion 
that these floods should have caused damages in excess of $10 million. 


THE DISTRICT ENGINEER’S UNREALISTIC BASIS OF CALCULATING 
FLOOD DAMAGE 


After hearing what I have said here, I am sure you may be wonder- 
ing how the district engineer reached his conclusion that a minor 
reduction of the flood stage of the Mahoning River, resulting from the 
construction of West Branch Reservoir, could save an average of $342,- 
700 a year or that amount plus an additional amount of $29,300, in 
every year. 

That puzzle is one which I have not been able to solve for myself 
to my own satisfaction; and I can offer you no complete solution. 
However, a careful study of the district engineer’s report will show 
that he has clearly committed what we believe to be two errors of signal 
importance. 

First, the district engineer has asumed it to be a responsibility of 
the Federal Government to protect the Mahoning Valley against what 
he calls the standard project flood in this case. By definition in this 
case the “standard project flood” is the flood which would be caused 
in the Mahoning Valley—my own area—if the uniquely torrential 
storms which occurred in the Miami Valley in extreme southwestern 
Ohio, in 1913, were to recur in the relatively near future in the Ma- 
honing Valley, which is in extreme northeastern Ohio. The report, in 
effect, asks you to furnish what the Board of Engineers calls in its 
report to the Chief of Engineers, “essentially complete control” over 
the standard project flood. 

So far as we can determine, you have never been asked to furnish 
any such perfect flood control to any other section of the Nation— 
that is the standard project flood which the Board has decided this 
would take care of—under any other such improbable and wholly 
theoretical conditions. 

We know of no reason whatever why the Youngstown industrial 
district should receive consideration which has never been afforded 
any other district. 

Another key to the gross error of calculation reflected by the tre- 
mendous difference between the district engineer’s theoretical calcula- 
tions of flood damage on the one hand, and the historically proven and 
far, far smaller amounts of actual damage which have actually been 
inflicted by the same flood stages of the Mahoning River, is the district 
engineer’s reliance upon a flood-damage curve which is attached to this 
report. 

His dollar damage estimates are coordinates lying in this curve, 
and are valid only if the curve is accurate. But the whole curve is 
a purely theoretical contrivance. In violation of accepted statistical 
and mathematical theory, it has been constructed by extrapolation 
from but two known points. At these two known—or allegedly 
known—points, the curve describes the damage which would be done 
by a recurrence of the Mahoning flood of 1913; and second, the damage 
which would be done by a flood of a stage of a 5 feet less than the 
1913 flood. 
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We concede that the reasonable figure is the one of the 1913 flood. 
But the rest of the curve is built on that point and one other point 
which is wholly theoretical, and which has never occurred. 

With the protection already furnished the Mahoning Valley, the 
actuarially estimated frequency of recurrence of the 1915 flood is once 
in every 2,200 years. The estimated frequency of recurrence of a flood 
of 5 feet less is once in every 400 years. At the other end of the 
curve, from which must be derived any conclusions concerning the 
damage done by the minor floods which are much likely to occur more 
frequently, the curve is a purely theoretical expression of the ideas 
of unidentified individuals, and has no support in any statistical 
data, any historical experience, or any other reliable basis. 

Yet on the lower reaches of this curve is where the flood damages 
are calculated principally. 

It is entirely impossible for me or the district engineer, or for this 
committee, to make any reliable determination of prob: ble flood dam- 
age from such a curve. And yet it was beyond question relied upon 
for that purpose by the composer of the district engineer’s report. 

Perhaps it is needless to say that the errors resulting from this lack 
of accuracy of the flood-damage curve are augmented by the arbitrary 
action by which the Pittsburgh district engineer lowered the Youngs- 
town flood-damage stage from a st: age of 12 feet to one of 10 feet. 
This action has never been explained or defined. 

If you wish to correct the errors resulting from the use of the flood- 
damage curve in the district engineer’s report, you might compare the 
damages indicated by the curve with those indicated by a pamphlet 
issued on Januar y 1, 1953, by the division engineer’s office at Cincin- 

nati under the title “Water Resources Development by the Corps of 
Engineers in Ohio.” 

Were you to accept the accuracy of the flood-damage curve included 
in the district engineer’s West Branch report, you would conclude that 
the construction of the Berlin and Mosquito Creek Reservoirs had so 
reduced the Mahoning floods of May 28, 1946, June 3, 1947, and 
January 27, 1952, as to bring about a saving of flood damages of $17,- 
353,000. 

In violent, contrast, if you accept the damage figures used in the 
division engineer’s pi amphlet, you will conclude that the a a 
of the 2 reservoirs had brought about a reduction by only $3,280,000 of 
all of the flood damages which otherwise would have Acar from 
these 3 floods and from all of the other floods which occurred during 
the 9-year period 1944-52. 

From this you may properly conclude that the ratio of $17,353,000/ 
$3,280,000, or 5.3 to 1.0, is a fair measure of the extent by whic h flood 
damages Seatest ne n overstated as a result of the district engineer’s 
reliance on his flood-damage curve. 

They can’t both be right. The division engineer is the senior. On 
that basis you would reduce the claimed $342,700 direct flood-damage 
figure contained in the district engineer’s report to about $65,000. You 
would conclude that the district et igineer has overstated this item of 
benefits by the difference of about $97 7,000. 

Senator Casr. Per year? 

Mr. Breene. Per year. You would also perceive at once that, in 
the light of these facts, it is impossible to say that the West Branch 
Reservoir has any economic justification according to our definition. 
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I have two other matters here that are so nebulous that I feel 
strongly I should be permitted to bring them to your attention. 

There are two other claimed benefits: Indirect flood damage of 
$29,300—admittedly this seems small—and future development of 
$40,500. We believe they have no valid foundation. 

Since the character of these two claims is far from obvious, it 
seems necessary to examine them, before discussing them, in an effort 
to determine what in fact they are intended to represent. You will 
then face the question whether it is possible to make any worthwhile 
estimate of their economic value. 

As closely as I have been able to determine from the district engi- 
neer’s report-—l shouldn’t say “I” but “we” because a lot of people, 
smarter than I will ever be, tried to work this out—as close as I have 
been able to determine from the district engineer’s report, it is his 
contention that these benefits are to be derived from savings of indus- 
trial production and wages not delayed or lost due to floods, and from 
savings of damages which will not be caused to any industrial or 
other ‘building or improvement which may deliberately be built in the 
established flood plain of the Mahoning River, by some unidentified 
owner at some unknown future time. 

I know that is a bad sentence but I couldn’t do better. 

Insofar as the claims are for savings of industrial production or lost 
wages, it should be observed, the so-called savings have only an 
imaginary value to the Nation as a whole. As I have observed al- 
ready, the flood-protection works already constructed at F ederal ex- 
pense have eliminated every serious threat of any major flood in the 
Mahoning Valley, and every serious threat of any considerable loss of 
production or wages which might be caused by such a flood in any 
presently existing “plant. 

Such limited losses of production as may be caused by minor floods 
‘an easily be made up by industry in other areas. They would only 
be minor. 

As a result, any allowance of a money value for such benefits is 
nothing more or less than a guaranty of continued operation by par- 
ticular industrial producers, at F ederal expense. For if there is any 
loss of wages under present circumstances, it will be so small that it 
‘annot be estimated. Wages paid for cleaning up and repair after any 
minor flood loss will ce rtainly make up for any losses of wages due to 
brief shutdowns. 

As to “future deve 000 per year,” the district engi- 
neer’s proposal seems to be that, although there are portions of the 
flood plain of the Mahoning River on which no prudent person would 
build a manufacturing pk unt or a house today, the construction of the 
West Branch Reservoir would change the situation and dry up the 
flood plain, at a profit to the prudent landowners of $40,500 per year. 
Our association’s position on this matter is well stated in the follow- 
ing quotation from Our Nation’s Water Resources—-Policies and Poli- 
tics, by Ben Moreell, chairman of the board of directors of Jones & 
Laughlin Steel Corp., admiral (retired) of Civil Engineer Corps of 
the United States Navy, former chairman of the Task Force on 
Water Resources and Power of the Second Hoover Commission : 





I have no criticism of the man who wants to build on the edge of the river 
or the lakeshore. I have no complaint with the industry that erects its plant 
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on the low-cast land of the flood plain, provided, only, that by building there it 
does not create a public hazard or a nuisance to others. 

However, when one chooses to obtain the economic and social advantages of 
such locations, he should be willing to accept the risks incident to his choice. 
If he insists on taking some of the land which belongs to the river, he must 
realize that if nature is left to itself, the river will occasionally claim its right 
of occupancy. If he wants to undertake works to control the river and reclaim 
the land permanently, all credit to him. But I question the soundness and pro- 
priety of his approach if he expects to defer necessary protective works until 
he can obtain a Government subsidy of tax funds exacted from the more prudent 
man who builds on the hill back from the river, and the industry that has 
located its plant on safer ground, at a higher cost. 

Occupancy of flood plains by humans can be avoided or controlled in such 
manner as to eliminate or largely reduce the hazard. I sincerely trust that the 
structures recently destroyed by floods will not be replaced by buildings again 
erected in the riverbeds. But more important than this, in rebuilding and 
occupying river lands which the inhabitants know will be taken over from time 
to time by the river, those who wish to do so should take necessary measures 
among themselves for action to provide mutual protection. Procrastination 
until some politician assures them that tax funds will be used to subsidize the 
protective works will only lead to future disaster. 

The claim of savings from reductions of “high river temperature”: 

As I have noted above, the district engineer’s average calculated 
annual benefit figure of $672,000 includes a claim that $81,800 will be 
saved by the reduction of the temperature of the Mahoning River. 
On this point, the report assumes that the water of the Mahoning 
River is unduly hot, and that if its temperature be reduced by in- 
creasing its flow, a substantial reduction in the cost of operation of the 
steel plants and other industrial plants which use the water for cool- 
ing purposes would result. It is possible, although it is by no means 
clear, that a reduction of the temperature of the Mahoning would con- 
fer some degree of benefit upon the owners of some of the Youngstown 
steelworks. But if that should occur, it would mean that Youngstown 
steel operators had and enjoyed a windfall, at the expense of the Fed- 
eral Treasury, which would give them a substantial advantage over 
their competitors in other districts. 

Warm temperatures are by no means unusual in any of the rivers 
of this country which are used to cool steel-producing facilities. Be- 
tween June 16 through September 15, 1953, for example, the Mononga- 
hela River at Pittsburgh, which drains an area 8 times as large as does 
the Mahoning above Youngstown, had a weekly temperature which 
varied between 87° and 93° F. During the same period the average 
temperatures of the Mahoning River below Youngstown ranged be- 
tween 93° and 100° F. For another example, during the 5-month 
period between June 1 and October 31, 1956, the average temperatures 
of the Monongahela at Pittsburgh ranged between 62° and 85° F., while 
the average temperatures of the Mahoning below Youngstown ranged 
between 60° and 90° F. 

It will be seen that there is no important difference of temperature 
as between one river and the other. The Monongahela, like the Ma- 
honing, is relied on by many industrial establishments for cool water. 
No one has ever suggested that Congress authorize any expenditure to 
cool the waters of the Monongahela. 

I would like to also bring out a point which has not been touched 
in previous testimony. 

Senator Case. I note that you question also the validity of the bene- 
fit claim of $81,800 by a reduction of the temperature of the Mahoning 
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Mr. Breene. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, is it customary in these reports, or 
do we have in existing law, any basis for deducting costs or evalu- 
ating benefits on the basis of temperatures of the river? 

Senator Kerr. I am not familiar with whether we do or not. I 
take it that that is calculated by reason of the fact that much of this 
water is used for industrial water for cooling in industrial plants, and 
that each recurrent use of its increases the temperature, and that when 
it reaches a certain stage its value for that purpose is greatly dimin- 
ished. 

I believe I heard one statement before this committee that in the 
production of steel in this area water was reused until when it went 
into the cooling operation it had a temperature in excess of 100°, and 
that then or very shortly thereafter it lost any value whatever for use 
asa cooling agent. Isthat correct, General Person ? 

General Person. Yes, sir. I would like to say that we did evaluate 
the low-flow regulation benefits in this case and that such an evalua- 
tion was largely the basis of our assessment on the local interests of 
49.6 percent of the cost of the project—which they have agreed to pay. 
I might add, sir, that the amount of 49.6 percent includes, in addition 
to the amount allocated to low-flow regulation, a very small percentage 
allocated to higher land utilization. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I call attention to this because I hope, 
before we conclude consideration of this bill, to propose placing in 
the bill an authorization to permit the engineers to evaluate recrea- 
tional and wildlife development benefits from projects. I introduced 
an individual bill on that subject yesterday. It occurs to me that, if 
the Engineers are currently using the reduction of water temperatures, 
which will have a benefit primarily for a limited number of bene- 
ficiaries, to wit, the industries that use the cooler water, that there 
might be an even greater merit to inclusion of the benefits which will 
have as widespread values as those for recreation and wildlife 
development. 

Knowing the chairman’s broad vision for the country, I trust that, 
when I introduce that bill as a possible amendment or addition to 
this bill, it will have sympathetic consideration. 

Senator Kerr. I will be glad to say to my friend that on Monday 
the chairman introduced such a bill, S. 1164. 

Senator Casz. That confirms my opinion of the chairman as to 
his vision. 

Senator Kerr. That confirms my opinion as to his attitude. 

Senator Hruska. Did I understand the general to say that this sav- 
ing is included in the computation for local participation in cost? 

General Person. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hruska. Is it your thought in your instance that you 
would pass that on ? 

Senator Kerr. That would not be a necessary corollary. 

Senator Case. Not necessarily, but if you are going to cool water 
for industrial firms, which certainly means profit for a relatively small 
number of people, I think that benefits which have widespread values 
to the general public ought to be considered. 

Senator Hruska. The ones in this case are paid for by the local 
authorities. 

Senator Kerr. By the beneficiaries. 
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Senator Hruska. Yes; inasmuch as it is assessed against the locality 
where the industries are located. 

Senator Kerr. I would say to my good friend that the bill I intro- 
duced contemplated no such action with reference to the benefits by 
reason of recreational advantages. 

Senator Casr. Do I understand that this $81,000 a year would be 
paid for by the local beneficiaries ? 

General Person. Entirely. In fact, the entire cost of the project 
allocated to low-flow regulation, all the low-flow regulation benefits— 
sewage, pollution abatement, reduction of temperatures—that is all 
assessed against the local interests, the two counties involved. 

Senator Hruska. That is the basis of my suggestion that this would 
not furnish a good argument for the bill which was introduced this 
Monday, nor for your position, because here it is paid for. I don’t 
want to say—— 

Senator Case. I don’t want it to appear from what has been said 
this morning that this $81,000 would be paid annually by the local 
beneficiaries. 

General Person. The 49.6 percent of the total cost of the project is 
assessed against local interests, and the boards of county commis- 
sioners of 2 counties involved, Trumbull County and Mahoning 
County, have indicated their willingness to make that contribution. 

Senator Kerr. That would be the reimbursement for use of water? 

General Person. No, sir; in the form of cash contribution to con- 
struction. 

Senator Kerr. At the time of construction ? 

General Person. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hruska. Mr. Chairman, I wouldn’t want the record to indi- 
cate that the Senator from Nebraska would be in favor of passing on 
the cost of any benefits to fish and wildlife to the recipients thereof. 
My argument was the other way around, that this instance could not 
be used to bolster any attempt to have fish and wildlife advanced at 
Federal cost. The obvious difference between those situations is that 
in the case of fish and wildlife the benefits are so widespread that they 
are difficult of assessment, as they are here. It is different here, be- 
cause in this instance the benefits are limited to a small area. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, just for our future reference, I have 
a copy of S. 1164 before me, which you introduced for yourself and 
Mr. Monroney on Monday. On examining it, I think it is substan- 
tially the same as the bill which I introduced yesterday, except that 
in addition to the phrase “recreational benefits,” you find in the bill I 
introduced yesterday the words “and for the development of wildlife.” 
I hope we can take note of that. 

Senator Kerr. I wish I had known that you were interested in that. 
I would have been delighted to have collaborated with you and intro- 
duced a joint bill. But I am sure we will have the opportunity to 
reconcile them. 

Senator Case. The clerk just advised me that the bill I introduced 
yesterday went to the Committee on the Interior. 

Senator Kerr. All right, General Breene. 

Mr. Breenr. Other “low-flow benefits” 

Next to its alleged effectiveness to control floods, the principal merit 
claimed by the district engineer’s report for the proposed West Branch 
Reservoir turned upon its capacity to increase the flow of water in the 
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Mahoning through the Youngstown industrial district and to provide 
a more nearly constant flow throughout the year. The matter of tem- 
perature reduction is but one of the beneficial results claimed for this 
improvement of flow. 

Considering this, it is strange that the report contains no adequate 
record or statement of the flow of water in the Mahoning under present 
conditions. 

Complete data on this subject is readily available in the records of 
the Department of the Interior. 

On the low-flow matter, I would like to make this comment: The 
low-flow benefits in this report are based upon a calculated increase 
over the flow which occurred during the driest cycle of years on record. 
That is, an average was not used as a basis; rather, a short period 
from 1930 to 1935 was used, and that we found to be the driest 
cycle on record. The flow was certainly low. 

This made a tremendous difference in the results of the calculation. 
The average flow during the 5 dry years was only 275 cubic feet per 
second. The average annual beneficial flow during the 10-year period 
1945-54 was on the order of 412 cubic feet per second. At the present 
time, the normal beneficial flows are 45 to 50 percent greater than the 

“assured minimum” flows derived by the engineer’s report from the 
records of 1930-35. 

To any reputable engineer, I believe, it would seem improper | to base 
any such calculations upon the records of a period as short as 5 years. 
No period less than 10 years should be worthy of consideration. 
Similarly, it is accepted engineering doctrine that the value of an im- 
provement of the flow of a stream should be measured by the increase 
over average beneficial flow, and not by the increase over the flow 
during some unique period of drought, which this period selected was. 
In this, as you will see on reflection, the engineering doctrine is per- 
fectly compatible with commonsense and ordinary logic. 

It is difficult at this point to calculate the amount of the overstate- 
ment of benefits which has resulted from these errors, and from this 
particular error of the district engineer’s report, but it is certainly 
beyond any question that its amount is substantial. 

Conclusion: It has been the view of our engineering committee, 
and I think of the Upper Ohio Valley Association, that the question 
before you is, to a large extent, an economic question. It seems to have 
been ened that Congress should not authorize any waterway im- 
provement which is condemned by a benefit-cost ratio of less than 
unity. This less-than-unity cost ratio certainly does exist. now im the 
West Branch project now before you. 

Beyond question, I could expand very considerably the data which 
[ have called to your attention in this statement, but the result of any 
such explanation would be simply to corroborate and reinforce points 
which we have made abundantly clear. Therefore, before expressing 
my gratitude for the courteous hearing you have given us, I should 
like to summarize my principal points as follows: 

1. In the district engineer’s report, the average annual costs of 
construction, maintenance and operation, and obsolescence of the West 
Branch Reservoir are grossly understated. The true figure is not 
less than $576,000, and this figure should be substituted for the $506,000 
figure stated in the engineer's report, This is a hard fact not subject 
to dispute, because it is calculated on a realistic interest rate. 
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2. On the benefit side, the district engineer’s report grossly over- 
estimates flood-damage benefits, direct and indirect, which can reason- 
ably be expected to follow from the construction and operation of 
the reservoir. His estimates of flood damage are clearly refuted by 
every historical record and are supported only by a theoretical cal- 
culation which has no scientific validity. 

3. The other items of supposed benefits claimed in support of the 
reservoir project by the district engineer’s report are invariably 
overstated and in certain most important instances are either fictitious 
or based wholly on speculation and uncertainty. 

4. Even the most obviously necessary corrections of the district 
engineer’s figures will show that the true benefit-cost ratio of the 
West Branch Reservoir would be much less than unity; a fact which 
means by definition, as we have always understood it, that the reser- 
voir would cost the Federal taxpayers far more in the aggregate 
than the total of the benefits it would afford either the Youngstown 
industries which desire it or anybody else. 

5. The project should be disapproved by this committee. 

I thank you. 

Senator Kerr. Very good, General. 

Are there any questions? 

(No response. ) 

Senator Kerr. I want to say for the record that, so far as my views 
are concerned, the statements which cast doubt upon the ability or 
integrity of the engineers in this record will lessen the confidence that 
I have in the recommendations of the witness rather than diminish 
my regard for the engineer’s report. 

I would like to have an executive session. 

Senator Hruska. I have a question of the witness. 

Referring to page 14 of his statement, the last sentence on the state- 
ment which suggests an increase to 51 percent without additional 
construction of the Meander Reservoir for flood-control purposes. 
How would that be achieved ? 

Mr. Breene. By not retaining so much water for low flow. 

Senator Hruska. What is the purpose for its present retention? 

Mr. Breene. I assume for low-flow regulation, and use of Youngs- 
town. 

Senator Hruska. For municipal water supply ? 

Mr. Breene. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hruska. Thank you. 

Mr. Bang. May I express for myself and my colleagues in the as- 
sociation our deep appreciation of the courtesy you have all shown 
us here this morning; Mr. Chairman ? 

Senator Kerr. Very good, sir. Do you have any further statement, 
General ? 

General Person. No, sir; unless you have some questions. 

Senator Hruska. I should like to say, Mr. Chairman, I would be 
interested in the comment of the Corps of Engineers on this report. 
I wouldn’t want to be willing to dismiss it too lightly. There are some 
very weighty and rather grave criticisms made of a report which we 
haven't had the privilege yet of seeing. 

I would be reluctant to leave the record stand in this present situa- 
tion where the Corps of Engineers would not be given an opportunity 
to comment upon these criticisms. 
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General Person. I would be very glad to comment, sir. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman, I have assumed that there would be 
an opportunity for comment on it. But I was wondering whether or 
not first of all we shouldn’t have the report before us. My under- 
standing is that this is one of the reports which has been sent to the 
States for comment. At that time it will be officially before us. Of 
course the committee may decide that it may want to take up the 
project otherwise. But until it has received the benefit of the com- 
ments from the States, or a reasonable opportunity for the States to 
comment on it, I don’t suppose it will come up to the Bureau of the 
Budget. 

Senator Hruska. Perhaps not, but we must remember that this 
committee and the Congress, in fact, approved this project without 
even a report on it. 

Senator Kerr. They didn’t approve it, though, without testimony 
on it. 

Senator Hruska. I didn’t say that. I didn’t say that. Iam aware 
that there was testimony on it. But if it approved the project with- 
out a report on it, it is very likely that the disposition has not changed 
to the extent that it will withhold approval just because there isn’t a 
reaction from the State to which the report was sent. 

Senator Cass. The clerk tells me that the corps has received com- 
ments from the State of Ohio but not of Pennsylvania. I would like 
to ask General Person: When was the report submitted to the States 
for comment ? 

General Person. In January. 

Senator Kerr. Early or late # 

General Person. The 23d of January. 

Senator Casr. What is your customary time that you allow States? 

General Person. The statutory time 1s 90 days. In each instance 
in this case, knowing of the interest of the committee in getting the 
report, we asked them to furnish it in 30 days if possible. They have 
by law 90 days. We have asked them to submit it in 30. I have the 
report from the State of Ohio here if you would be interested. 

Senator Kerr. I would be interested in them. 

General Person. I will read it: 


DeaR GENERAL ITSCHNER: The project report on the West Branch of the 
Mahoning River has been examined in this office. 


That is the Ohio Department of Natural Resources. 


A previous analysis and testimony at public hearings in Youngstown on the 
17th of December 1956, has demonstrated the public benefit of flood control and 
low-flow regulation to be derived from this project. We approve of the project 
and recommend its early authorization. 

Very truly yours, 
HERBERT B. Bacon, Director. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, if the 30-day request is observed by 
the State of Pennsylvania, we should have comments from the State 
of Pennsylvania w ithin a few days. 

Senator Kerr. Yes. 

Senator Case. Personally I rather respect the idea of getting com- 
ments from the States. But I have never believed that the opportu- 
nity of a State for making comment should be seized upon by a State 


opposed to a project as a mere means of dragging 
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Senator Kerr. Or of delay. 

Senator Case (continuing). Of delay or procrastination. I do 
believe a reasonable time should be allowed the State for comment. 
Since the statute contemplates a 90-day period, the 30-day period is 
not unreasonable. 

In most States you have different agencies that have to be consulted. 
The highway department, the fish and game department, the water 
resources engineer and so forth. So a few days is certainly a proper 
courtesy to allow a State. 

We in the West particularly have always been rather jealous of this 
right, we have felt, of a State to have some voice in the disposition of 
its waters. 

Mr. Bane. Would I be out of order if I made a comment or answer 
to Senator Hruska’s question of a few minutes ago? If you will per- 
mit it I would like to say that General Breene and the association and 
I would welcome it if we had some opportunity to consider any com- 
ment the Corps of Engineers have, if they think that any of the facts 
we have stated in our statements here are incorrect or unfair or un- 
just to them. Where we differ with them, in other words, we would 
welcome some statement from them as to what they think about it. 

Senator Kerr. I will say to you, sir, that you have been accorded 
more opportunity to pr esent your views to this committee than any 
other group in the history of my association with the committee. And 
so far as 1 am concerned I am willing to stay here until you have 
completed your statement. But upon your completion of it then the 
opportunity will have terminated so far as | am concerned. 

Mr. Bane. I fully understand that. I know you have been generous. 
On the other hand I think it is fair to General Person to say that if 
he thinks we have been unfair or unjust, we are certainly not going 
to ignore what he has to say about that. 

Senator Kerr. Neither are we. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I think it is true that this group 
has been afforded more opportunity perhaps than some groups to 
testify or to present their point of view. I think the record should 
show partly that at least my disposition in that regard has been in- 
fluenced by the fact that Senator Martin, of Pennsylvania, is a member 
of this committee—a member of the Committee on Public Works— 
and I felt that the courtesy was due him, 

Senator Kerr. I will say that if any member of this committee at 
any time wants this group to come back it will be agreeable to me. But 
so far as I am concerned they have rendered all the service of which 
they are capable in the matter of enlightening me. 

Mr. Bane. I am glad to hear you say that, Senator Kerr. We tried 
to. Thank you very much. 

Senator Kerr. General, do you have any comment to make at this 
time, ar would you like to have time to formulate your remarks? 

General Person. I could comment in general. First considering the 
difference of opinion between the witnesses and us on the economics, 
we based our cost estimate on the best engineering information that 
we had on hand, and we had a great deal of it. Our benefit analysis as 
far as flood control is concerned I think is reasonable. It was carried 
out over quite an extended period of time and reviewed by the division 
engineer, by the Office of Chief of Engineers, and by the Board of 





RIVER AND HARBOR-FLOOD CONTROL ACT OF 1957 187 


Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, all of whom agreed it was a sound 
and reasonable analysis. 

The low-flow regulation benefits were largely determined by the 
Public Health Service, working very closely with us. In fact they 
wrote the portion of the report pertaining to low-flow regulations. I 
consider them highly competent in that respect. 

Senator Kerr. And objective ¢ 

General Person. Extremely objective. And the allegation that 
we arrived at an unduly high estimate of the low-flow regulation bene- 
fits does not impress me since the local interests who are required 
to pay 49.6 percent of the cost of the project due largely to our assess- 
ment of that low-flow regulation benefit have accepted our figures and 
expressed a willingness to contribute. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, at that point, in the presentation 
which Mr. Breene made, he questioned the validity of the interest 
rate that was used. Entirely apart from whether or not 214 or 34%4 
percent is the interest rate which would be applicable because of the 
time in which the cost. was incurred, he applied the percentage to the 
figure $13,056,900. I should like to ask you whether or not that $13,- 
056,900 is the total cost of the project or is it the total cost less the 
contribution by local interests ? 

General Person. The total cost of the project is estimated at $12,- 
585,000. 

Senator Case. In any event since you have previously said that the 
contribution by local interests would be an advenes contribution, ob- 
viously the interest factor should apply only to that portion of the 
cost which the Government itself assumes ? 

General Person. Yes, sir. 

Senator Casr. You shouldn’t charge interest on the portion of the 
cost which the local groups pay in advance. 

General Person. And I might add, sir, that we got the figure of 
21% percent to be used as interest from the Bureau of the Budget, after 
its consultation with the Secretary of the Treasury. We feel that 
those two agencies are fully competent to establish an interest rate. 

Senator Case. What portion of the $12 million figure would be 
provided in advance by the local beneficiaries ? 

General Person. I could best explain that by reading from the 
report of the Board of Engineers. 

* * * provided that, prior to construction, local interests give assurances satis- 
factory to the Secretary of the Army that they will contribute in cash, 49.6 
percent of the total first cost of the project, and that such payments totaling 
an estimated $6,242,000 be paid either in a lump sum prior to commencement of 
construction or in installments prior to commencement of pertinent items, in 
accordance with construction schedules as required by the Chief of Engineers; 
the final allocation of cost to be made after the actual costs have been determined. 

Senator Case. I think that is vital in both respects, as to the accept- 
ance of certain benefits by the beneficiaries—that is the acceptance of 
the cost of those benefits—and also as to this interest factor. Cer- 
tainly if that is a payment in advance—— 

Senator Hruska. Will the Senator yield? May I ask the General 
what your computation is for the net carrying charges! Is it based 
on the $12 million or $13 million or that figure oo the 49 percent ? 

General Person. Our figure of Federal cost is based on the $12,585,- 
000 less the local contribution. 

894105718 
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Senator Hrusxa. I mean the figure that would be included in the net 
annual charges of $500,000 would be 214 percent interest on the $13 
million ? 

General Person. That is right, sir. 

Senator Hruska. So you see, Senator Case, if you want to exclude 
that portion which would be contributed by the local authorities, we 
would also have to make proper reduction of that $506,000 figure. 

Senator Kerr. That part of the interest which would be applicable 
to the 4914 percent paid for by the local interests is merely a book- 
keeping item in this cost-benefit ratio ? 

Senator Hruska, That is right. 

Senator Revercoms. May I ask a question, Mr. Chairman? 

Senator Kerr. Certainly. 

Senator Revercoms. General, what comment have you to make upon 
the statement contained at page 26 of General Breene’s written state- 
ment, and I quote from it: 


The low-flow benefits 


speaking of the low-flow benefits as calculated by the Corps of Engi- 
neers— 

are based upon a calculated increase over the flow which occurred during the 
driest cycle of years on record, the period 1930-35. 

Do you wish to comment on that as to the basis of calculations on 
the low-flow benefits ? 

General Purson. Yes, sir. The reason for using that period both 
for design of structures and computation of benefits is that that dry 
period must be the basis of the design of the structures. 

Senator Revercoms. In other words, you felt it sounder to use the 
driest flow period for 5 years for your calculation rather than an aver- 
age over a longer period of years? 

General Person. I think so, sir, because the project will be of little 
value unless it gives an assured low flow over an extended period. We 
know that the drought cycles occur frequently. So that if we design 
the project merely to give adequate low flow for the average year, in- 
eluding the flood years and the dry years, then we would be designing 
an inadequate project. 

Senator Kerr. In that connection as I understand it the low flow 
costs of the project are being charged to the local interests anyway ? 

General Person. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. And they have accepted that as the basis upon which 
they have agreed to contribute? 

General Person. Yes, sir; they have. 

Senator Hrvska. What about the other end of the scale where the 
critcism here is that planning for high waters is on the basis of a 2,000- 
year flood and 400-year flood, respectively ? 

General Person. That is not quite accurate. The reservoir design 
flood is the March 1913 flood. We have a reservoir design flood on 
which we base our reservoir design and the acquisition of lands. Then 
we have a spillway design flood which is one which is of very remote 
occurrence. But if it occurred, and you did not have an adequate 

spillway, it would overtop the dam and cause havoc and chaos down- 
stream. That is a very rare flood. 

A standard project flood is a flood intermediate between our reser- 
voir design flood and our spillway design flood, and that is based on 
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the probable flood that would occur if a storm pattern which has oc- 
curred in the general area should reoccur over this basin. There 
would be some residual damage resulting from the standard project 
flood. 

Senator Knrrr. I take it there is no available record on the flood 
history of 2,200 years? 

General Person. No, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Then any statement as to what happened in those 
years with reference to which there is no record, or that certain thin 
had not occurred in years with reference to which there is no record, 
is either guess-estimate or speculation ? 

General Person. Yes, sir, except that we do know that some storm 

y»atterns have occurred not too far away from here, which if they 
had occurred over this drainage basin would have produced the 
standard project flood. 

Senator Kerr. And the one that you are building against did occur 
in 1913? 

General Person. Yes, sir. 

Senator Revercoms. Going back to the low flow, do you feel that 
when you calculate low-flow benefits—and not talking now about 
the kind of structural build—when you sit down to make a report on 
what the low-flow benefits will be that you should take as a basis 
of that the driest cycle of 5 years? 

General Person. I wouldn’t say in all cases it would be a 5-year 
dry cycle but I think you must take a dry cycle to compute the low- 
flow benefits because we do know that drought cycles do reoccur fre- 
quently. We are in the midst of one now in the Middle West. 

To be realistic you must assume that that condition will occur and 
make provision for it. 

Senator Kerr. And since you use that standard to determine the 
structure to build, you use it to determine the benefits from the 
structure ? 

General Person. That is right, sir. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I have been one who has consistently 
experienced a nonpolitical approach in the studies of the Corps of 
Engineers. I thought that their evaluations of projects, whether 
there was a Democratic or Republican administration, had been quite 
consistent. In view, however, of the interest of Congressman Kirwan 
in this project, as evidenced by previous testimony, I would like to 
have you convey to him sometime this observation: That this 49 per- 
cent acceptance of the costs by local interests is a splendid illustration 
of the benefits that flow from this partnership concept in modern 
Republicanism. 

Senator Kerr. I would be grateful to my friend from South Dakota 
if he delivered that message himself. I would do it if he were either 
incapacitated or too greatly engaged to do it, but I would want to do 
so with the usual disclaimer. 

Senator Case. I just want him to understand that sometimes this 
partnership might produce benefits to things in which he was in- 
terested. 

Senator Kerr. As I see this, since it is going to the very wealthy and 
highly industrialized areas of Youngstown and vicinity, I would 
think that it is entirely possible that we might contemplate one basis 
there and another in the unindustrialized areas of Oklahoma and 
South Dakota. 
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Senator Hruska. Mr. Chairman, may I ask one other question ? 

Senator Kerr. Yes. 

Senator Hruska. That has to do, General, with the flood stage of 

10 feet which was referred to in the statement, as opposed to 13 some 
that had been allegedly used, or 12 feet prior to that / 
_ General Person. The flood stage at least as used in the Ohio River 
is a very inexact thing. The normal flood stage set up for each city 
and town in the valley was in many cases set 50 or 60 years ago. So 
we attach little importance to that. The mere fact that flood stage is 
established at 10 feet has no bearing on our report and is not of any 
significance in our economic calculations. We did show a stage dam- 
age frequency of the damages that would be experienced at each par- 
ticular stage the river reached. But the mere fact that 10 feet was 
called flood stage has no significance. 

Senator Hruska. Some reference was made here to the calculation 
of damage on the basis of water levels that were as many as 13 and 14 
feet above the floods of modern times. 

General Person. I wouldn’t be able to comment on that. That is an 
opinion of General Breene and it apparently does not coincide with 
the studies made by our people in the field. 1am not able to answer it. 

Senator Hruska. It was contained in that portion of the statement, 
reading from page 12, the last paragraph, second sentence: 

This so-called survey conducted by field appraisers or interviews was an in- 
vestigation of the damage which would occur at such river stages as 26.5 feet 
and 21.5 feet. 

Whereas the tabulation on page 13 of the stages at Youngstown ever 
since 1936 never exceeded 14.92. The report as I understand it alleges 
these requests were for estimates of damage for much higher levels 
than that. Would you have any comment on that? 

General Person. Yes, sir. It is very true there has been no major 
flood in that area in the last 20 years. In 1913 there was a disastrous 
flood. As I said before, the recurrence in this drainage basin of a 
storm pattern which has taken place in recorded times in a nearby 
drainage basin, would have produced these project floods. 

The fact that it hasn’t happened to occur in the last 20 years I don’t 
think is significant. 

Senator Casr. How far apart are the two areas? 

General Person. Roughly a couple of hundred miles. 

Senator Hruska. Is that the Ohio area to which you refer? 

General Person. Yes. That is a guess of 200 miles. Any place in 
the Ohio Valley a similar storm pattern could occur. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, General. 

I would like to have the committee stay for an executive session. 

(Additional statements received are as follows:) 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., February 21, 1957. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 


Chairman, Senate Public Works Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR CHAVEZ: Newspaper accounts of a recent hearing before the 
Senate Public Works Committee indicated that Mr. Robert E. Merriam,-:assistant 
to the Director of the Bureau of the Budget, expressed opposition to the Ironde- 
quoit Bay, N. Y., project on the ground that the local contributions were not up 
to the standards required by the Budget Bureau. 
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When this matter came to my attention, I talked with Mr. Merriam, who ex- 
plained that the Bureau’s objection to this project was of a qualified character 
and that they did not object, indeed, favored, the project if the local contributions 
amounted to 50 percent of the costs. 

The local interests agreed at the time this project was before the last Congress, 
that they would shoulder 50 percent of the costs. I explained that to Mr. Mer- 
riam and he said he would write a clarifying letter to the committee stating his 
aproval of this project on that condition. If your records need anything more 
with regard to the willingness of the local interests to bear this share, I shall 
be glad to procure it. Or, if your committee cares to write that into the legisla- 
tion, that will be perfectly acceptable. 

As you know, this project was approved by the Corps of Dngineers and the 
Bureau of the Budget in the last session and was part of the rivers and harbors 
omnibus bill for the 84th Congress. I hope the clarification by Mr. Merriam, 
together with this letter, will make it possible for your committee to give ap- 
proval to this project in the bill you are now considering. 

If there is any question in the minds of the members of the committee, or the 
staff, or any additional information I can obtain, I shall be glad to furnish it, 
or to appear before the committee at any time. 

Very sincerely yours, 


KENNETH B. KEATING. 


STATEMENT OF HON, HARLAN HaAGeEN, MEMBER OF CONGRESS, 14TH CALIFORNIA 
District, WirH ReEsPeEct To 8, 497 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, the legislation pending before 
you, 8. 497, contains a $28 million item of authorization for a total additional 
authorization for 2 dam projects in my district, to wit, Success Dam on the 
Tule River and Terminus Dam on the Kaweah River. This additional authori- 
zation was contained in an omnibus bill approved by the Congress last year 
which was vetoed by the President of the United States. 

I am certain’ that this requested authorization should not be the subject of 
any controversy whatsoever inasmuch as both of these projects have gone 
beyond the proposal stage and physical acts initiatory of their construction have 
taken place. The 1944 authorization for them was a figure of $4,600,000 as a 
beginning authorization of projects which admittedly were of greater magnitude. 
Appropriations for them since the date of the original 1944 authorization total 
$3,952,000, and these amounts, according to my information, have already been 
spent on them representing a substantial current Government investment in 
them. The $28 million figure represents the approximate difference between the 
original authorization of $4,600,000 and an estimated cost of Terminus Dam 
of $18,000,000 and Success Dam of $13,000,000, a total estimated cost of 
$32,500,000. 

I am certain that the Corps of Engineers of the United States Army has com- 
pletely justified this request. In December of 1955 the validity of the original 
authorization of each dam was redemonstrated by radical flooding which de- 
stroyed millions of dollars worth of property. Again in January of 1956 the 
Kaweah River reached flood stage with consequent serious damage. It was this 
redemonstration of necessity which resulted in substantial appropriations for 
both of these projects in 1956 within the limits of the original 1944 authorization. 

These two dam projects are overwhelmingly flood control projects and the 
danger of flood which went into their original authorization is constant in that 
flooding on the rivers affected does not require very unusual circumstances of 
weather. The flood danger arises from the fact that each year large quantities 
of moisture are disposed in the form of snow and rain at the headwaters of 
each of these streams, the Kaweah River and the Tule River, in the Sierra 
Nevada Mountains. All that is necessary to produce a flood hazard is a rela- 
tively slight increase in precipitation in the form of snow or rain or both or 
a change in the timing of the disposition of such moisture and its runoff. The 
truth of this statement is demonstrated by the fact that each of these rivers 
has flooded several times since the 1944 authorization. The dams in question 
will control these floods and their value has increased as the property values to 
be protected have increased and as the influx of population has aggravated the 
danger of loss of life. 

I would earnestly and respectfully request your favorable consideration of the 
$28 million item on Success and Terminus Dams. 
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County OF PorTaGE, 
Ravenna, Ohio, November 19, 1956. 


Re proposed dam on West Branch of Mahoning River in Portage County, Ohio 


BoarD OF ENGINEERS FOR RIVERS AND HARBORS, 
Washington 25, D. C. 


Dear Sires: This letter is for the purpose of stating some of our conclusions, 
eoncerning the above dam, for your consideration. We are in favor of this 
proposed dam if the following ideas are incorporated in the legislation and con- 
struction data concerning said dam. 

1. The pool level should be maintained uniformly throughout the year as far 
as possible and a minimum pool level should be established at the highest eleva- 
tion possible so as to avoid mud flats. 

2. The waters impounded should be available and open to the public for 
swimming, boating, fishing and other suitable recreational uses. 

8. A reasonable amount of the impounded water should be available by pur- 
chase, for domestic, industrial, commercial and municipal use by the citizens, 
business enterprises, and municipalities of Portage County, Ohio. The estimated 
future need is about 2 million gallons per day. 

4. The landowners should receive just compensation for all appropriated 
lands and for damages. 

5. As few roads as possible should be vacated so as not to place an undue 
burden on school bus routes, fire departments and other users of said roads. 

6. The United States Government should pay the proper proportion of the 
existing bonded indebtedness of the taxing districts affected. 

7. The United States Government should bear the full cost of constructing said 
dam. 

Respectfully submitted. 

HAROLD SHORT, 

CLAUDE WATTERS, 

CHARLES HORNING, 
Board of Portage County Commissioners. 





ASSOCIATION OF AMERICAN RATLROADS, 
Washington, D. 0., February 11, 1957. 
Hon. Rosert 8S. Kerr, 
Chairman of the Subcommittee on Flood Control—Rivers and Harbors, 
Senate Committee on Public Works, Senate Office Building, Washington, 
D.C. 

My Dear Senator Kerr: In view of the fact there are to be no public hearings 
on S. 497, the omnibus river and harbor and flood-control bill of 1957, I am sub- 
mitting attached hereto memoranda dealing with two matters that I should like 
very much to call to the attention of members of your subcommittee. Also, it 
would be greatly appreciated if you could have this letter and the attached 
memoranda incorporated in the record of the hearings on 8. 497. 

The first of these memoranda, entitled “A Memorandum for Conference on 
January 3, 1957,” constitutes a submission made to General Itschner, Chief of 
Army Engineers, at a conference held between General Itschner and several rep- 
resentatives of interested railroad companiés to discuss the project involving 
the extension of navigation above St. Anthony Falls, Minn., on the Mississippi 
River. In view of the fact that your recently completed hearings on 8S. 497 did 
not touch upon this project or in any way bring to light the various points made 
in the attached memorandum, we feel that these matters should be brought 
sharply to the attention of your committee. 

I respectfully urge the committee to note that in order to arrive at a favorable 
benefit to cost ratio it was necessary for the Board of Engineers to determine as 
a matter of policy that all prior expenditures on this project, amounting to 
approximately $12 million, should be disregarded entirely. By so doing, the 
Board of Engineers was able to reach the conclusion that the expenditure of 
an additional $20 million approximately would produce benefits that exceeded 
cost by the slimmest possible of margins. 

Secondly, we urge ‘the committee to note that the eosts were estimated using 
July 1954 prices and that such price level is no longer the effective price level for 
projects of this kind. In this connection we urge the committee to consider the 
situation with respect to the estimates of the Army engineers in connection with 
the construction of the St. Lawrence Waterway project. 
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The memorandum also points out certain basic errors made in the district 
engineer’s report with respect to his estimates of traffic and the savings to be 
realized. Correction of any of these basic errors would result in an adverse 
benefit-to-cost ratio. 

Finally, the memorandum points to certain new developments that have 
occurred since the latest engineer’s report, the inevitable effect of which would 
be to render the estimates with respect to certain traffic items of no validity at 
this time. 

We respectfully submit that these considerations justify the elimination of 
this project from the omnibus river and harbor and flood-control bill and the 
submission of this project to the Congress in a separate bill which can be made 
the subject of a full hearing to develop the facts with respect to the points raised 
above. 

The second memorandum attached hereto is a very brief one dealing with the 
provisions of section 205 of 8. 497. It seemed clear to our observer at the hear- 
ings held last week on 8. 497 that the language used in section 205 did not convey 
the same meaning to the various parties who would be concerned with its 
interpretation. It is our view that while the language is ambiguous and uncer- 
tain in its meaning, the meaning most likely to be given to it would make the 
section highly objectionable. I will not repeat here what is contained in the 
attached memorandum but would respectfully urge your careful consideration 
of the contents of the attached memorandum. 

Respectfully yours, 
Grecory S. PRINCE. 


COMMENTS ON SECTION 205 or S. 497, 85tH CoNnGRESS 


The language used in section 205 is indefinite and capable of being construed 
in' several different ways. It should therefore be clarified before being given 
further consideration. 

' As section 205 is now written, it could easily be interpreted as departing from 
the long-established policy of limiting the benefits in the justification of projects 
to those direct benefits which can be identified and attributed to specific purposes. 

It is considered highly desirable that this policy be maintained in the interest 
of obtaining worthy evaluation and justification of projects and in the interest 
of promoting the equitable allocation of benefits in multiple-purpose projects. 
If the section as written were enacted and interpreted to permit the use of 
secondary and incremental benefits and benefits of a general widespread char- 
acter which are unidentifiable as to specific purposes, for the justification of 
projects, the long established criteria now in use which have proven their value 
over many years would, in effect, have been abandoned and the justification of a 
proposed project by benefit and cost relationship would become meaningless. 

It is urged that this section of the bill be deleted in its entirety and that if 
any such drastic change in policy is to be considered, such a proposal be made 
the subject of an independent bill with respect to which there should be full 
publie hearings. 


A MEMORANDUM FOR CONFERENCE ON JANUARY 3, 1957 


Subject: Improvement of Mississippi River Extension of Navigation above St. 
Anthony Falls, Minn. 


1. Extension of navigation.—This has reference to the Corps of Engineers’ 
report issued in compliance with resolution adopted by the Public Works Com- 
mittee, House of Representatives, dated August 17, 1954, which required a 
review of previous economic studies pertaining to extension of navigation above 
St. Anthony Falls, and a review thereof by the Board of Engineers for Rivers 
and Harbors as contained in a report transmitted by the Chief of Engineers, 
United States Army to the Secretary of the Army on June 19, 1956. 

«(@) Previous economic studies——House Document No. 137 dated December 
9, 1931, reported there was no economic justification for carrying navigation 
above St. Anthony Falls. In subsequent review. of this report, the Chief of 
Engineers on December 31, 1932, recommended against the extension, The next 
reyiew report issued by the district engineers, Corps of Engineers,.on February 
20, 1936, advised that there was no economic justification for extension of navi- 
gation above St. Anthony Falls. While that report was being reviewed by the 
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Board of Engineers, Congress by its Rivers and Harbors Act of August 26, 1937, 
authorized the extension, and construction was commenced in 1948. 

(0) Eatension of navigation questioned.—On June 23, 1953, the Minneapolis 
Chamber of Commerce questioned the justification for further expenditures such 
as were necessary to complete the extension of navigation and requested that 
further economic studies be made. 

(c) District engineer’s reevaluation.—On April 15, 1955, the district engineer 
submitted a report on reevaluation which indicated : 


Evaluation 


First costs using July 1954 prices would amount to____--_-_-__~--- $32, 880, 000 
Annual charges would amount to___---_-----~--- sia aan aie iicAs carnal 1, 569, 000 
Expenditures thus far.amounted.to.........~.. <1. ~.<-~~-..-..-..-- 12, 110, 000 
TN I iS asians wh bests ethdeont stew th oy thts ims wes nese 598, 000 
Balance required to complete would amount to___-_------------- 20, 770, 000 
Annual charge would. amount to..........~...,..-.-~---..-----..-. 971, 000 


Average annual commerce would amount to 2,110,000 tons. 
Average annual transportation savings would amount to $1,226,000. 


Benefit-cost ratios: 








$1,226,000 
Project as a whole: = 0.78 
$1,569,000 
$1,226,000 
Writing off previous expenditures : ———————- = 1.26 
$971,000 





(d) March 6, 1956, review by Board of Engineers—After a thorough hearing 
in Minneapolis on January 20, 1956, the Board of Engineers for Rivers and 
Harbors reviewed the report of the district engineer of April 15, 1955, and on 
March 6, 1956, found the same charges outlined in (c) above, but determined 
average annual commerce and estimated savings as follows: 


Average annual commerce would amount to 1,610,000 tons. 
Average annual transportation savings would amount to $881,400. 


Benefit-cost ratios: 


$881,400 
Project as a whole : ——————— = .56 
$1,560,000 
$881,400 
Writing off previous expenditures : ————_——— = .91 
$971,000 


The Board decided that tonnages and savings on grain contained in the 
district engineer’s report should be cut in half. These benefit-cost ratios were 
never actually announced because the policy question was first raised as to 
whether the cost of the entire project or only the cost of completion of the 
project should be considered by the Board. After considerable discussion, the 
question was brought to a vote and the Board voted 5 to 2 that it should consider 
only total costs of the entire project in determining the benefit-cost ratio. Be- 
cause the benefits were obviously less than the total cost, the projec was not 
approved. 

(e) June 19, 1956, review by Board of Hngineers.—By its report on review of 
the district engineers’ reevaluation date June 19, 1956, the Board of Engineers 
for Rivers and Harbors concluded that a proper evaluation of the project should 
be as follows: 


Evaluation 
First costs using July 1954 prices would amount to___._______--__-_ $34, 065, 000 
see SPIT UUOOUTSIE ROOFER, nn oe mewes $1, 627, 000 
ences wae tar mene tO. $12, 561, 000 
Deen en eee enone ee  mepensiereenpentiomnnayén $609, 000 
Balance required to complete would amount to____----____-____-___ $21, 504, 000 
er UE CE ee meee $1, 018, 000 
Average annual commerce: would amount to___-__-____--_- tons... 2,060,000 


Average annual transportation savings would amount to________-__ $1, 050, 000 
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Benefit cost ratios: 
$1 ,050,000 
$1,627,000 


Writing off previous expenditures: 


=0.65 


$1,050,000 
$1,018,000 °°? 
(estimated savings only $32,000 over costs of completion). 


Project as a whole: 


2. Recommendations to Congress.—The district engineer concluded that “the 
true measure of justification for completing the extension is represented by 
comparison of the annual benefits with the annual charges for the work remain- 
ing to complete the extension.” That view was concurred in by the division 
engineer and adopted by the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors in a 
statement to the effect that, “the Board takes cognizance of special circumstances 
relating to the problem under investigation ; and recommended that construction 
of the authorized extension of navigation above St. Anthony Falls be completed. 
This action was taken in disregard of a policy which had been adopted by a 
vote of 5 to 2 at the Board meeting held in Washington March 6, 1956, to the 
effect that the total cost of the project was to be used in evaluating its economic 
justification. 

3. Basic evaluation errors.—The reevaluation of the Board of Engineers for 
Rivers and Harbors contains the following errors: 

(a) Evaluation regulations disregarded.—The provisions of Orders and Reg- 
ulations issued by the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, as a guide to be 
followed in the evaluation of navigation projects were not adhered to, because 
the project was not reevaluated as an extension of navigation, but rather as a 
change in water terminal locations wholly within a general terminal area—St. 
Paul and Minneapolis,—Port Cargill. There would be no local traffic between 
St. Paul and Minneapolis. 

(b) Commerce improperly evaluated.—In the evaluation of probable transpor- 
tation savings, cognizance was not taken of any actual origins or destinations 
of the commerce claimed, other than St. Paul and Minneapolis. Many of the 
tonnages accepted by the Corps of Engineers were inadequately verified and con- 
trary to the evidence. When only $32,000 spells the difference between estimated 
benefits and just the cost of completion, every finding of benefits, no matter how 
small, must be scrutinized. Although $12 million have been spent on the first 
phase of the project, a reduction in estimated annual savings of $32,000 or more 
will prove that an additional expenditure of $21 million would be without 
economic justification. 

(1) “Miscellaneous: An estimated annual savings of $19,000 (in itself more 
than one half of the above-described $32,000) accepted from the district engineers 
report by the Board without any supporting verification, was attributed to 
“Miscellaneous” totaling 100,000 tons divided equally between shipments and 
receipts. (This item was called “Other” by the district engineer.) Barge trans- 
portation has proved adequate only for transportation of bulk commodities. The 
ingenuity of the proponents produced estimated tonnages and savings on every 
conceivable bulk commodity that might move to or from the Minneapolis-St. Paul 
area. To add 100,000 tons of “Miscellaneous” at wholly unsupported savings of 
$0.19 per ton is totally unjustified and unrealistic. 

(2) Coal: The 260,000-ton estimate on coal by the district engineer was ac- 
cepted and not disputed by either proponents or opponents at the January 20, 
1956, hearing. It was also accepted by the Board. Only after the Board dis- 
approved the continuation of this project did proponents boost their estimates 
nearly 4 times to 830,000 tons per year. In addition, estimated savings per ton 
were doubled. The tonnage statements of understandably optimistic coal dealers 
(some wholesale estimates being duplicated by some estimates by retailers) were 
accepted in full. Duplication of estimates, the effect of material gas consumption 
on coal requirements, and the overall decline of consumption of coal in this area 
should certainly discount at least one-half of proponents’ estimates on savings. 

(3) Molasses: The only testimony submitted to the Board of Engineers on 
molasses was contained in the railroads’ supplementary statement dated April 
24, 1956. This evidence was both accurate and undisputed as to estimated ton- 
nages to the harbor above St. Anthony Falls (known as the upper harbor) and 
as to possible savings; such evidence should be accepted in full by the Corps of 
Engineers. It proved that 82 percent of the feed mill production capacity was 
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located in an area where industrial molasses could be shipped cheaper, or as 
cheaply, from Port Cargill on the Minnesota River than it could from the upper 
harbor. Only 18 percent of the production capacity lies closer to the upper harbor. 
On this 18 percent we proved by tariffs that the savings would average no more 
than $0.22 per ton. Therefore, on 18 percent of the estimated 100,000 tons, or 
18,000 tons, there could be computed total savings of no more than $3,960. The 
Board’s report still erroneously used the district engineer’s comparison of truck- 
ing molasses from the upper harbor and trucking it from St. Paul. However, no 
molasses moves from St. Paul; all barge molasses to the entire Twin Cities area 
goes to Port Cargill exclusively, which has proved its competitive advantage be- 
cause no other molasses companies have gone into business in St. Paul or Minne- 
upolis. Therefore, the unit saving on molasses of $0.36 per ton is unrealistic 
because it is erroneously based on the difference between St. Paul and the upper 
harbor, when the real difference should be measured according to truck tariffs 
between the upper harbor and Port Cargill, particularly in view of the area of 
consumption of industrial molasses. If the average savings on molasses per ton 
is reduced to $0.22 per ton, and by the only available proof the tonnage reduced 
to 18,000 tons, all or nearly all of the excess of estimated savings over annual 
carrying charges would be wiped out on this commodity alone. 

The undisputed and uncontradictable facts gathering and presented by the rail- 
roads should be accepted. By these facts $32,040 is necessarily eliminated from 
the Board’s estimate of annual savings which are only $32,000 over the cost of 
completing the project. This alone strips the project of its economic justification. 

A new development changes the entire picture with reference to molasses. 
During most of the year 1956 the Interstate Commerce Commission permitted 
the railroads to put into effect a temporarily reduced rate on molasses pending full 
hearing before the Commission. The rail rate which was reduced approximately 
25 percent did during 1956 divert from barge transportation and return to the 
railroads a very substantial portion of the tonnage of molasses received in the 
Minneapolis-St. Paul area. The hearings before the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission began in Kansas City, Mo., within a day of the second hearing before the 
Board on April 24, 1956, and the molasses hearings lasted several days thereafter. 
At the conclusion of the hearings Interstate Commerce Commission examiner, Mr. 
Howard Hosmer, recommended that the temporary reduced rail rate on molasses 
be made permanent. The effect of such a reduced rate on anticipated barge trans- 
portation of molasses is illustrated by the following example: The Ralston-Purina 
Corp., of Minneapolis, the largest consumer of molasses in that area, reports that 
since the adoption of this new reduced rail rate, all of its 1956 purchases of 
molasses have been transported by rail and not by barge. 

(4) Fertilizer: The Board found estimated annual savings on fertilizer to 
be $75,000. To our knowledge, little, if any, evidence was formally presented 
to the Board on fertilizer; and the Board of Engineers seems to take without 
reappraisal and without proof the savings proposed by the district engineer in 
his report. After the hearing of April 24, 1956, we were advised by a Farm 
Service Bureau, the largest fertilizer material handling company in Minnesota, 
that rail rates on fertilizer material to points north of the Twin Cities where 
the factories are located, would make barge transportation of fertilizer material 
uneconomical. This information was reported to Mr. Henry N. Muller, execu- 
tive assistant to the Board of Engineers. Therefore, the acceptance of $75,000 
annual savings on fertilizer without any evidence that we know of, would seem 
highly questionable. 

(5) Iron and steel fabricated: No testimony was presented at any hearing to 
support a barge movement to the Twin Cities of iron and steel fabricated at an 
estimated annual savings of $19,000. We know that a representative of one of 
the large steel companies in Minneapolis, which is a large user of fabricated 
steel, advised Mr. Muller during his independent investigation trip to Minneapolis 
that fabricated steel could not be economically transported by barge. As far 
as we know, that was the only information received by the Board on this com- 
modity yet once again the Board without further evidence accepted at face 
value the district engineer’s estimated savings of $19,000 per year. 

(6) Sand and gravel: are not ordinary articels of commerce to be recognized 
in the evaluation of navigation projects because, as a general rule, they are 
dredged from the navigation projects and then transported for very short dis- 
tances to points where they are used in construction work. To hundred thousand 
tons of sand and gravel were accepted as bona fide tonnages because the city 
engineer of Minneapolis stated an estimated annual requirement for that 
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volume. As the staff of the Board was later advised, the city engineer suy~ 
ported estimated savings by taking the difference between the highest bid 
($2.55) the city had received for its 1956 supply for sand and gravel rather 
than the actual price ($1.90) the city paid for it. However, no representa- 
tive of the sand and gravel business in Minneapolis agreed that sand and gravel 
would ever move to Minneapolis by barge. The largest dealer in sand and 
gravel in Minneapolis, Mr. Charles Klein, in a letter to the Board strongly 
denied the possibility of future movement of sand and gravel by barge to 
Minneapolis. The city engineer claimed that the sand and gravel in the 
Minneapolis area would be exhausted within 6 or 7 years (see transcript of 
testimony and hearing on April 24, 1956, pp. 72, 73, and 74. The railroads 
were unable to persuade any Minneapolis sand and gravel dealer to contradict 
the Minneapolis city engineer. However, in a hearing before the Minnesota 
Railroad and Warehouse Commission on June 27, 1956, in a proceeding entitled 
“In the Matter of the Petition of the Minnesota Lines Committee for Authority 
To Establish a Reduced Rate on Sand and Gravel (from Hastings, Minn.)” 
known as docket A—7328, Mr. Clarence R. Anderson, of Anderson & Sons, leading 
gravel-pit operators with offices at 100 North Seventh Street, Minneapolis, 
stated under oath (transcript pp. 140, 141, and 148) that there were adequate 
deposits of high grade sand and gravel located within 10 miles of the center 
of Minneapolis to supply all requirements of that city for the next 25 years. 
In addition to this 25-year supply, the above-entitled proceeding before the 
Minnesota commission sought a reduction of rail rates on sand and gravel 
from a tremendously large deposit of high-grade material located about 30 
miles south of the Twin Cities near Hastings, Minn. If the requested $0.75 
per ton rail rate is approved by the Minnesota commission, as we anticipate it 
will be, Minneapolis is assured of an ample future supply of sand and gravel, 
economically available. This new development would eliminate any possibility 
of transporting sand and gravel shipments from St. Paul to Minneapolis. A 
final hearing on this before the Minnesota commission is scheduled for April 16, 
1957. 

(c) Unorthodox writeoff—The district engineer and the Board of Engineers 
admit that considering the project as a whole, it has not been justified and 
cannot be justified on a benefit-cost ratio basis. To accomplish an indefensible 
end they recommend the writing off of from $12,110,000 to $12,561,000 and the 
further expenditure of from $20,770,000 to $21,504,000. We understand that 
this procedure is contrary to accounting practices of the Corps of Engineers. 

4. New developments.—On September 11, 1956, it was announced by the Min- 
neapolis Chamber of Commerce (the newspaper announcement attached) that 
a new industrial area was planned on the Minnesota River for the stimulating 
industrial development in the greater Minneapolis trade area. Options to some 
1,800 acres of land have been acquired along the Minnesota River because there 
are no suitable tracts of land available in Minneapolis for industrial develop- 
ment. This acreage will be served by railroads, highways, and barges on the 
Minnesota River which is to be further improved for navigation purposes. The 
above announcement was made 3 months after the approval by the Board of 
the St. Anthony Falls project. 

Undoubtedly this industrial area and its untimate development will further 
very adversely impair the validity of traffic estimates used to justify the ex- 
tension of navigation above St. Anthony Falls as recommended by the Corps 
of Engineers on the basis of only 1.03 benefit-cost ratio made prior to the 
announcement of this competitive transportation development. 

New reduced rates on molasses and on sand and gravel, discussed above, 
should also drastically alter the conclusions by the Board of Engineers con- 
cerning the economic justification of the St. Anthony Falls navigation project. 

5. Conclusion—Past errors in evaluation, acceptances of unproven claims, 
nonacceptance of undisputed evidence, and dramatically new developments in 
the Minneapolis-St. Paul-Minnesota River area call for a further review of this 
project. The difference between the estimated transportation savings of 
$1,050,000 annually and the estimated annual charges of $1,010,000 as determined 
by the Board, is only $32,000, after writing off $12 million already spent. 

A realistic reappraisal in the light of the facts should reduce estimated 
savings on miscellaneous (by $19,000), on coal ($199,200), on molasses ($32,000), 
on fertilizer (possibly by $75,000), on iron and steel fabricated (by $19,000), and 
on sand and grave! (by $52,000), or a total reduction of $396,240. This reduc- 
tion would produce a benefit-cost ratio of 0.64 even considering only the cost 
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of completion. This reduction is 10 times that which would render the con- 
tinuation of the St. Anthony Falls navigation project without economic 
justification. 

The Office of the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, should also recon- 
sider the wisdom of returning to the policy, approved by the Board on March 
6, 1956, of making its recommendations on the only sound basis possible, i e., 
considering only the entire costs of a proposed extension to navigation. 

(Original and one copy of this memorandum handed General Itschner at 
conference January 3, 1957.) 

Prepared by: H. B. Christianson, chairman zone 7, Committee on Waterway 
Projects, Association of American Railroads. 


(Thereupon, at 12:42 p. m., the subcommittee was adjourned.) 
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MONDAY, FEBRUARY 25, 1957 


Untrep States SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FLoop Conrroi-Rivers AND Harsors, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 10:40 a. m., in room 412, Senate Office 
Building, the Honorable Robert S. Kerr (chairman of the subcom- 
mittee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Kerr, Neuberger, Scott, Case, and Hruska, 

Senator Kerr. The subcommittee will come to order. 

Who is the spokesman for the Bureau of Reclamation ? 

Mr. Braptey. Right here, Senator; James Bradley. 

Senator Kerr. All right; Mr. Bradley, you may come up here and 
sit down and give us the benefit of the information that you have for 
us with reference to the $200 million authorization in section 209 of 
S. 497. 


STATEMENT OF JAMES BRADLEY, ENGINEERING ASSISTANT TO 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR WATER AND POWER, DEPARTMENT 
OF THE INTERIOR; ACCOMPANIED BY N. B. BENNETT, CHIEF, 
PROJECT DEVELOPMENT BRANCH; AND ALFRED GOLZE, CHIEF, 
PROGRAM COORDINATION AND FINANCE DIVISION, BUREAU OF 
RECLAMATION, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


Mr. Brapiey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

My name is James Bradley. I am engineering assistant to Assistant 
Secretary of the Interior Fred G. Aandahl. I am accompanied by 
N. B. Bennett, Chief of the Project Development Division, Bureau 
of Reclamation, and Alfred Golze, Chief of the Program Coordina- 
tion and Finance Division of the same Bureau. 

S. 497 in section 209 provides an increase of $200 million in the 
previous authorizations for appropriations for continuing the works 
in the Missouri River Basin which are being undertaken by the De- 
partment of the Interior, primarily through the Bureau of 
Reclamation. 

The Department favors approval by the Congress of this increase 
in authorization for appropriations, and we have been advised by the 
Bureau of the Budget that they have no objection to this provision. 

The increase in authorization is needed to permit continuation of 
the Department’s program in the basin. Past authorizations total 
$550 million, Appropriations through the current fiscal year have 
totaled $485,817,496. This leaves us a balance of approximately 
$64 million. 
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The 1958 budget requests an appropriation of $40,346,000. Conse- 
quently, additional authorization of appropriations is required for 
the fiscal year 1959 and subsequent years. 

Prior authorizations are as follows: $200 million in the Flood 
Control Act of 1944, $150 million in the Flood Control Act of 1946, 
$200 million in the Flood Control Act of 1950. 

The period of years which would be covered by this increase ‘in 
authorization will depend, of course, on the amounts of future annual 
appropriations by the Congress. Appropriations under prior authori- 
zations have averaged $49 million annually over the past 9 fiscal years. 
At that rate, the $200 million authorization would cover 4 years. Pre- 
liminary estimates of future fund requirements, primarily for work 
underway, indicate that the authorization would cover 3 years; that 
1s, 1959 through 1961. 

As of June 30, 1957, units being constructed by the Bureau of Recla- 
mation having a total cost of $850 million will be approximately 
53-percent complete; 27 units embracing 22 storage dams and 6 power- 
plants will be either under construction or completed by the end of 
the fiscal year; 19 dams, 4 powerplants, and other facilities will be in 
service by the end of the same year. Partial flood control has been 
achieved on several main tributaries and irrigation will be underway 
on 10 units. The power-transmission grid has been advanced to mar- 
ket power now available and to be available, including that from the 
mainstem powerplants being constructed by the Corps of Engineers. 

Major features being continued by the Bureau in 1958 are Anchor 
Dam in Wyoming; Freemont Canyon powerplant in Wyoming; the 
canal systems of the Bostwick and Frenchman-Cambridge divisions 
in Nebraska; the pumping plant, canal, and tunnel of the Helene 
Valley unit in Montana; and the power-transmission system. 

Major features to be completed within the 1958 fiscal year include 
Kirwin unit in Kansas, the irrigation facilities; Glendo Dam and 
powerplant in Wyoming; and Sargent Canal and laterals in Nebraska. 

For consideration by the committee, a minor technical amendment 
in section 209 of the bill is suggested; namely, to add at the end of 
line 23 on page 52 the words “as amended and supplemented by subse- 
quent acts of Congress.” The purpose of this amendment is simply 
to recognize that the Congress has from time to time amended the 
basic project authorization of 1944. 

Senator Kerr. You have supplied the committee, I believe, with a 
list of the projects for which you feel additional authorization is 
needed, and the expected requests for appropriation and projects for 
the benefit of which the expected requests will be made. 

Mr. Brapiey. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Do you have a copy of that? 

Mr. Braptey. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Sentor Kerr. I wish you would show this to the witness, Mr. Mutz, 
and ask if that is the same one he has. 

(A document is shown to the witness.) 

Mr. Brapuey. This is the same thing. 

Senator Kerr. That will be made a part of the record at this point. 

(The table referred to is as follows :) 
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Bureau of Reclamation—Missouri River Basin project—Programs for fiscal years 
































1958-61 
Estimated obligations 
Name and location of project at? heves amnion 
1958 1959 1960 1961 
A. Completed divisions and units: 
Keyhole unit, Wyoming..............-.-.------- i. didire'esrtendd biasecaea cg renabeantliaanth 
Kortes unit, Ww yoming....-... Teas die meena taal eek ncinact watine nike ccinincmatel niieniie acuminata 
Savage unit, IN, BEERS Pip cccamcwensnscuus péieie sutinbale GND beceucatasecn 
Subtotal, completed divisions and units..........|....--.---- so Ih Sp Reed 34,000 |-------2-.-- 
B. Divisions and units under construction: : J ‘| ol ‘ 
Ainsworth unit, Nebraska _ - _.-...------.-| $1, 100,000 | $3,450,000 | 6,798,000 | $7, 297,000 
Bostwick division, Nebr aska-Kansas_.....-....---- 1,471,000 |. 2,150,000 | 2, 572, 000 734, 000 
Cedar Bluff unit, MENNNE Us04.0cc ots ccboceten. 50, 000 700,000 | 1, 935, 000 2, 000, 000 
Farwell unit, Nebraska paedccueiiel 750,000 | 4,253,000 | 9, 107,000 7, 879, 000 
Frenchman- Cambridge division, ‘Nebraska__.______ 3, 260, 000 5, 065, 000 5, 630, 000 3, 960, 000 
Gilende anit, W yom, ... ......<c Gat. Lea 9,951,000 | 6,600, 000 722, 343 50, 000 
Helena Valley unit, Montana... -..2i2ssivinaa 4, 500,000 | 2,210,000 174,000.j-4. 5. fuie... 
writ Wee, Ro i ode in noe cc ccccccwcduc] 0 See 106, 000 136, 000 5, 000 
Owl Creek unit, Wyoming!.---.=.<-..-..-.-<--.:. 1, 249, 880 OUR GOR To. sats ccdigs-<ba eb aeee 
Sargent unit, Nebraska. ____- oh eer leat 313, 000 SEE LOR cin ncdeeka sid te sana 
Shoshone extensions unit, W yoming_ tesa sit 500,000 | 2,476,000 | 4,656, 000 4, 116, 000 
Transmission division, various- -_--- _.....--------} 8, 680,000 | 12,038,000 | 17,590,000 | 28, 207, 000 
Webster unit, Kansas oe --| 1,000, 000 1, 637, 000 944, 000 110, 000 
Yellowtail unit, Montana-W yoming_ anatase 3, 307, 854 | 13,978,000 | 14, 932,000 | 21, 346, 000 
Drainage and minor construction program, various. 871,000 | 4,025,000 | 12, 390, 000 9, 933, 000 
Subtotal, divisions and units under construction_| 38, 438, 734 | 59, 260,000 | 77, 586,343 | 85, 637,000 
C. Units proposed for construction: ! ee cial Sen co 
Almena unit, Kansas abaeunns .------| 1,000,000 | 4,000, 000 5, 000, 000 
East Bench unit, Montana--- ie bind ed IREXDADLCS bos bunnd 500,000 | 3, 280,000 6, 360, 000 
Garrison diversion unit, North Dakota-South 
Dakota. - . SS : sien 4, 000, 000 | 10,000,000 | 10, 100,000 
Great Falls unit, Montana_ : ; / lear seca 600, 000 
Hardin unit, Montana _. 100, 000 | 600, 000 2, 700, 600 
Kanopolis unit, Kansas_ - ne Ee 1, 600, 000 2, 200, 000 
Lavaca Flats unit, Nebraska-..-. ga wp | aulad Spldwd oetel pend oe a dw 400, 000 
Subtotal, units proposed for construction... _---_- | 5,600,000 | 19, 480, 000 27, 360, 000 
D. Investigations o cuthvghensbcghevkase 3, 008, 000 2, 649, 500 2, 271, 500 2, 282, 500 
—— =e SSS es === 
Total, Missouri River Basin es charge to 
limitation _| 41, 438, 734 | 67, 509, 500 | 99, 371,843 | 115, 279, 500 
Other Department of Interior agencies___ _- , 3, 125, 000 | 3, 125, 000° 3, 125, 000 3, 125, 000 
Grand total, appropriations required _-_- | 44, 563, 734 70, 634, 500 1102, 496, 843 | 118, 404, 500 











1 Units which it is estimated may be in a construction status subject to further investigations and reports 


and budgetary limitations. These units are tentative and subject to change. 


Senator Kerr. Also a letter from Mr. Crosthwait giving a table 


construction and rehabilitation, Missouri River Basin, dated October 
95, 1956. 


Mr. Braptey. Yes, sir. 
Senator Kerr. That will be made a part of the record. 
(The letter referred to is as follows:) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
Washington, D. O., February 12, 1957. 
Mr. Joun L. MuTz, 
Technical Staff Director, Senate Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Mutz: In response to your telephone request, we are attaching a table 


showing the current status of appropriations and allotments to the Missouri 
River Basin project. 


The estimated fund requirements for the next few years are as follows: 


wasn) weee TMG. 2 eS Oe es $40, 346, 000 
WiMOAS. DORE TON isin ees ce ree tnincine eh LAL OL a al 70, 000, 000 
BT I RN oon hve iracantecebuacaior ch ehaxmamsic ca neanect staan aiedid einai waiseees eed 102, 000, 000 


Fiscal year 1961 
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In further response to your request, that we submit suitable language to in- 
crease the project monetary limitation, the following is suggested: 

“Sec. 209. In addition to previous authorizations, there is hereby authorized 
to be appropriated the sum of $200,000,000 for the prosecution of the compre- 
hensive plan adopted by section 9 (a) of the Act approved December 22, 1944, as 
amended and supplemented by subsequent Acts of Congress, for continuing the 
works in the Missouri River Basin to be undertaken under said plans by the 
Secretary of the Interior.” 

Sincerely yours, 
S. W. CrostTHWAIT, 
Assistant Commissioner. 


BuREAU OF RECLAMATION, CONSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION, MISSOURI RIVER 
BASIN 


Status of appropriations and allotments 


Amount authorized to be appropriated_______________-___------- $550, 000, 000 
Gross congressional allowances through fiscal year 

1957 appropriation as indicated by appropriation 

IN NEON i ot dae dite caecec cence $550, 363, 756 








Adjustments: 
Add net of transfers to and from Missouri 





even naneies BOGOR oo 2, 650, 054 
Less: 

Transfers to other departmental agencies__. 45, 028, 797 

Lansea appropriations......—.....-.....-- 27, 293 

etme 22, 140, 224 

seve NE i i 64, 546, 260 
Net allotments to Missouri River Basin project___.__.____._._______ 485, 817, 496 

Balance available after fiscal year 1957 regular appro- 
a centaspcbinbehpmernstabend 64, 182, 504 

1 The rescissions are as follows: 

EE a a a a a ae ee $19, 840, 224 
1954 Sinclair-Westvaco transmission line_.._._.._-_-.___-_-_--_ 600, 000 
ee es eel es mbdealordliemene 1, 700, 000 
I ere Mase ee 22, 140, 224 


Senator Kerr. Are there any other questions of the witness? 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. Senator Case. 

Senator Casr. Could you submit to the committee a table showing 
the application of the appropriations received under the last aug- 
mentation of your authorization ? 

Mr. Braptey. Yes, sir. 

Senator Casg. In this table that you have submitted and this letter 
which indicates the totals for the several applications do you include 
items for the construction of transmission lines? Are these figures 
related to construction of water storage and water distribution facili- 
ties only or do the figures cover the power features in any degree and, 
if so, to what extent ? 

Mr. Brapiry. The figures do include such of the power features as 
are undertaken by the Bureau of Reclamation. For the transmission 
division, for example, we have a substantial item in each year in- 
cluded in the table that the chairman referred to. 

Senator Case. In general what is the division of responsibility be- 
tween the Bureau of Reclamation and the Corps of Engineers for the 
Missouri River Valley program ? 





= 
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Mr. Braptey. Stemming from the original authorization in 1944 
you find generally the corps undertaking the main stem dams where 
preponderant flood-control features are involved as well as substan- 
tial blocks of power and also navigation. 

You find generally the Bureau of Reclamation active on the upper 
reaches of the streams where primarily irrigation is the objective. 

Senator Casz. Now, what you have just said applies to the construc- 
tion of water-storage facilities? 

Mr. Brapiey. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. What would you say with respect to the power 
features ? 

Mr. Braptry. The power is divided in this wise: The power fea- 
tures of the main dams, of course, are constructed by the corps as a 

art of their undertaking. The main stem dams would be operated 
by the Corps of Engineers. The Interior Department, through the 
Bureau of Rachiina ton: comes into power marketing, the selling of 
the power, contracting for its sale, and the building of such trans- 
mission lines as are required to get the power out to load centers. 

Senator Case. Does the Bureau install the power-generation fea- 
tures in the dams which the Bureau builds? 

Mr. Braptey. Yes, Senator; on those projects where power is a 
part of Interior’s undertaking, of course, the Bureau installs all the 
features. 

Senator Casz. That is, whoever builds the dam also puts in the 
power-generation features ? 

Mr. Braptey. Yes. 

Senator Casr. Does the Corps of Engineers have anything to do 
with power transmission ? 

Mr. Braptey. Virtually nothing that I can think of, Senator. 

Senator Casz. What does the Bureau of Reclamation do with re- 
spect to transmission ? 

Mr. Braptey. The Bureau constructs some lines and operates the 
lines that it does build. 

Senator Case. Now, when you say “some lines,” are those backbone 
lines? Are they connecting lines between powerplants or are they 
service-distribution lines ? 

Mr. Braptry. Generally they are of two classes, that is, of course, 
primarily the interconnecting backbone transmission lines that in- 
tegrate the plants in the system to operate as a unit. In addition, 
there are lines out to load centers where wholesale customers occur. 

Senator Casr. Is it your policy to provide your own distribution 
lines ¢ 

Mr. Bravery. Power-distribution lines ? 

Senator Casr. Yes. 

Mr. Braptey. I think, generally, I must say “No,” Senator. I do 
not know of a particular case you have in mind. 

Senator Case. I am giving you a general question to fill in. 

Mr, Bravery. Yes. 

Senator Cast. Do you have any service-distribution lines? 

Mr. Brapiey. Not in the sense of serving below the wholesale point ; 
no, sir. 

Senator Case. How do you get the power to the stations and sub- 
stations? By wheeling contracts or by lines that you build or both ? 


89410—_57—_—-14 
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Mr. Braptey. Well, there are two ways, I would say, Senator. In 
the one case there could be a wheeling contract that would take off 
either from a dam, that is from the powerplant, right at the switch- 
yard, and take it out to a wholesale point where it would meet up with 
some distribution company or co-op. That would be a wheeling type 
of arrangement over a line not owned by the Government, but a line 
secured by a wheeling contract. The alternative is delivery over Gov- 
ernment lines. 

Senator Casr. Well, now, in eastern South Dakota you have a loop 
line which serves more or less the nature of a distribution to the local 
co-ops; do you not? 

Mr. Brapixry. Senator, I suspect you are more familiar with that 
than I am. I am not a power man, and I am not particularly fa- 
miliar with that aspect. 

Senator Case. Well, I was wondering whether or not you could 
speak from the standpoint of policy. Is it your policy generally to 
do that or do you generally confine yourself to the backbone lines and 
contract for wheeling either with associations of co-ops or with other 
facilities such as privately owned transmission lines ? 

Mr. Brapiey. The most responsive answer that I can give is this: 
That, in general, the Department seeks to minimize the construction 
of transmission lines. However, a good number of transmission lines 
have been built and I believe a good many more or some incremental 
additions are contained in the 1958 budget. 

Senator Casr. Are you familiar with the fact that the Association 
of East River Cooperatives in eastern South Dakota has proposed at 
various times to take over the operation of the transmission line 
which you have in eastern South Dakota in order better to integrate 
it with its own lines which in many instances parallel the Bureau 
line. 

Mr. Brapiey. Senator, I am only very generally familiar with that. 
I believe Secretary Aandahl and 1 or 2 men from the office did go 
out to South Dakota within the last several months and sat down 
with the local people on establishing a pod-type operation. I am 
not familiar with it myself; no, sir. 

Senator Case. Well, then, obviously it would be profitless to pursue 
that line of inquiry particularly at this time, Mr. Chairman, but I may 
want to pursue it further, depending upon how the matter appears 
as we get some further information. 

What is the total cost under current estimates of the program which 
the Bureau of Reclamation would undertake under its share of the 
total Missouri River Valley program ? 

Mr. Bravery. Senator, the long-range ultimate program would total 
$2,945,579,000. 

Senator Kerr. Is that both Interior and Army? 

Mr. Braptey. No, Mr. Chairman, that is Interior’s part only. The 
Army is approximately 2 billion 6 hundred thousand, if I am not 
mistaken. 

Senator Case. Now, you have had up to this time a total of $550 
million worth of authorizations ? 

Mr. Brapiey. That is correct. 

Senator Case, And you are asking for 
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Senator Kerr (interposing). I believe, if I may understand it cor- 
rectly, the answer is that the projects authorized in toto will for 
construction ev entually require that amount of authorizations. 

Mr. Bravery. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. That is the $2,945 million figure which rounding we 
can say is a $3 billion figure ? 

Mr. Brapiey. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. For Interior and 214 for Army ¢ 

Mr. Brapuey. Yes, sir. 

Senator Casz. And of the $3 billion round figure you have had 
authorizations totaling $550 million ? 

Mr. Brapiey. That is correct. 

Senator Cas. And you are asking here for $200 million more? 

Mr. Braptey. That is correct. 

Senator Case. Which will be about one-fourth of the total require- 
ments for the Bureau of Reclamation’s share of the total program ? 

Mr. Braptey. That is correct. 

Senator Case. Now, how does this $2,945 million figure compare 
with the figure originally estimated at the time of the 1944 project 
authorization ¢ 

Mr. Brapiey. It is very materially larger, Senator. As I recall 
the figure for comparison with the combined program, if I am not 
mistaken, it was $1,000,300,000, in old Senate Document 191, which 
is the basis for our part and the corresponding document for the 
corps program. 

Now, for comparison there is about $1,000,300,000, as I recall the 
figure, with an approximate figure of a little over $5 billion, 5 billion 
2 or 3, whatever it adds to. 

If I may, I would like to point out that we have had studies and 
submitted reports from time to time as to the identity of the factors 
going into that increase in cost, the primary one we have to recognize 
being the increase in construction costs generall 

Senator Case. I would like to come to that by Yakes questions. 

Mr. Brapiey. Yes. 

Senator Casr. Let us get these figures clearly first. At the original 
authorization the Bureau program estimated it would cost $1,300 
million ¢ 

Mr. Braptey. I confused you on that, Senator. That is the com- 
bined figure for the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of Recla- 
mation. 

Senator Kerr. That was the original estimate of the total cost of 
the Pick-Sloan plan when it was submitted ? 

Mr. Braptey. Yes. 

Senator Case. How much of that was estimated to be for the Army 
engineers phase and how much for the Bureau of Reclamation ? 

Mr. Braptey. I would have to dig that out for you, Senator; it was 
roughly half and half. 

Senator Cas. And today the estimate for the Corps of Engineers 
at $2,600 million is almost exactly double what the program for both 
agencies was estimated at the outset ? 

Mr. Braptey. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. And the Bureau's program of nearly $3 billion is 
in addition to that amount? 
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Mr. Braptey. That is correct. 

Senator Casr. Making a total of about $514 billion for the total 
cost as compared with an original estimate of $1,300 million ? 

Mr. Braptey. That is correct. 

Senator Caspr. Well now, is that due to adding features to either 
one or both sides of the program ? 

Mr. Braptey. In part; yes. 

Senator Case. Has the basic authorization been expanded so far 
as the description of works or of projects ? 

Mr. Brapiey. There have been a number of amendments to the 
original authorization. I am not familiar on the corps side but on 
the Interior side we have had perhaps six amendment to the authori- 
zation. 

Senator Casr. As I recall, in the original authorization projects 
were set up in at least two categories, and possibly three, a sort of 
class A projects and class B projects and I think there were some 
class C projects. 

Subsequently all of the class B, I believe, were authorized with class 
A so there would be no question about the legitimacy of applying 
appropriations to any of those that were in the class B list. 

Has there been any subtraction from that authorization ? 

Mr. Brapiey. There have been projects that have been put over 
into an indefinitely deferred status when because of some combination 
of engineering, physical, or economic factors they just 

Senator Case (interposing). Have they been deauthorized or merely 
scheduled differently ? 

Mr. Brapiey. Simply deferred, not deauthorized. 

Senator Kerr. The action taken has been by the Bureau rather than 
by the Congress? 

Mr. Braptey. That is right, sir. 

Senator Cass. So that all of the original authorizations in classes 
A and B still remain as authorizations? 

Mr. Brapiey. Yes, sir; we used those categories A and B and C for 
a while to denote their readiness to proceed on into construction. 

Senator Case. I know you did, but I recall distinctly offering an 
amendment at one time on one of these authorizations or somewhere 
in the appropriation procedure when I was in the House which made 
the class B projects as fully authorized as the class A. 

Has there been any subtraction from that authorization so far as 
the legitimacy of the authorization is concerned ? 

Mr. Braptey. No, sir. 

Senator Case. How does it come, then, that in the units presently 
under construction and those proposed for construction under your 
classes B and C of this table that you have submitted for the record that 
you have none of the authorized projects in South Dakota included? 

Mr. Brapiey. I would like to say, Senator, that Mr. Bennett, the 
Chief of our Project Planning Division in the Bureau, has particularly 
concerned himself with the scheduling of this program both as to 
investigations and as to the readiness of the various units to move into 
eligibility for construction. 

If I may I would like him to answer that question. 

Senator Case. I would be glad to have Mr. Bennett answer it if 
he is in a better position to answer it. 
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Senator Kerr. Identify yourself. 

Mr. Bennett. I am N. B. Bennett, Chief of the Project Development 
Division of the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Mr. Senator, under the original authorization we have done some 
work already in South Dakota; Shade Hill Dam was constructed, parts 
of the Rapid Valley unit has been constructed and the Angostura has 
been built. 

We have a great many projects under investigation in South Dakota. 
If you would like I would be glad to go into detail on that. 

Senator Case. Let us fill in a little bit on what you have said. ; 

Now, on the Rapid Valley unit you have built the Pactola Reservoir. 
That is completed ? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes. a 

Senator Case. Have you built any distribution works in connection 
with Pactola ? 

Mr. Bennett. My recollection is we have not yet, that water is being 
sold, I think, at the dam. 

Senator Casg. And being sold to the ditch companies which formerly 
were served by run of the stream diversion ? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes. 

Senator Case. The Deerfield Reservoir was constructed but that 
was constructed under the old 

Mr. Bennett. I think that was an earlier project. 

Senator Case. That was constructed under what we used to call the 
Wheeler-Case, Pactola was and so was Angostura ? 

You are nodding and the reporter does not get that kind of an 
answer. 

Were they or were they not ? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes; Angostura was originally authorized under 
either WCU or Wheeler-Case Act. 

Senator Casz. And the land was purchased by the Department of 
Agriculture before the war ? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes, for development. 

Senator Case. But when the construction of the dam was suspended 
by the war you picked it up after the war as a part of the Missouri 
River program ? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes. 

Senator Cas. And that has been completed ? 

Mr. Bennett. That has been completed, yes, sir. 

Senator Case. With distribution works! 

Mr. Bennett. Yes, sir. 

Senator Casp. That is the only actual initiation of irrigation that 
has been accomplished, is it not, under the Missouri River program in 
South Dakota? 

Mr. Bennett. That is correct. 

Senator Case. What other projects in any of the States involved 
have contributed or actually put in water on land for irrigation pur- 
poses since this program was initiated ? 

Mr. Bennett. That would be quite a long list. There have been 
several in—we have the Bostwick division in Kansas and Nebraska, 
Frenchman-Cambridge division in Nebraska, Kirwin unit in Kansas, 
Owl Creek unit in Wyoming, Fort Clark in North Dakota, the Han- 
over Bluff unit in Wyoming, the Heart Butte unit in North Dakota, 
Those are already delivering irrigation water. 














208 RIVER AND HARBOR-FLOOD CONTROL ACT OF 1957 


In addition we have the Sargent unit:in Nebraska which is scheduled 
for service in this year—1957. 

Senator Case. All of the first group that you mentioned in Nebraska 
and which are included in this B division of units under construction in 
this table. I assume by that that while you might be delivering some 
water those are not completed units? 

Mr. Bennett. These are in partial operation on most of them. 

Senator Cass. Partial operations? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes. 

Senator Kerr. Does the witness mean by that that they are projects 
which have been partially completed ? 

Mr. Bennett. Partially completed and delivering water to some of 
the lands; not all of them. 

Senator Case. Well, turning then to the units proposed for con- 
struction I notice that in the projected application of the funds to be 
appropriated under the authorizations you seek you have Kansas, 
Montana, Nebraska listed for projects and then you have Garrison 
diversion unit, North Dakota-South Dakota. 

In what way would the Garrison diversion unit reach or serve 
South Dakota ? 

Mr. Bennett. Water would ultimately find its way through the 
diversion from Garrison Dam into the James River and there is a unit 
in South Dakota right about on the North-South Dakota State line. 

Senator Case. Where is the Garrison Reservoir located with re- 
spect to the North Dakota-South Dakota line at the intersection with 
the James River ? 

Mr. Bennett. It is west and a little north. 

Senator Casz. About how many miles ? 

Mr. Bennett. Around 120 miles. 

Senator Case. About 120 miles ? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes. 

Senator Casr. From the dam to point of possible delivery in South 
Dakota ? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes, that is roughly a straight line measurement. 

Senator Case. How much land do you expect to bring under irri- 
gation between the Garrison Reservoir and the South Dakota line 
in the North Dakota part of the diversion ? 

Mr. Bennett. The entire Garrison diversion unit as we see it to- 
day is slightly more than a million acres, a million seven thousand 
acres, most of which is in North Dakota, but it is not essential that all 
of that land be served before you reach South Dakota. It is a matter 

of which way the water goes at the divide. 

We would pump out of Garrison Dam and go into a regulating 
reservoir, Lone Tree Reservoir which sits right on the divide between 
the Souris River drainage, the Missouri River drainage, and the Red 
River of the North, from that point the water can flow in 3 directions, 
1 of which is toward the James River. 

Senator Casr. How many acres did you say would be in that project 
if that. water gets down to South Dakota ? 

Mr. Bennett. Total of about 1 million 7 thousand which includes 
the South Dakota unit. 

Senator Case. And how large is the South Dakota unit ? 
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Mr. Bennett. I am sorry, I do not have a figure on that with me. 
I would judge from past recollections it is around 20,000 acres. 
(Actually it is about 56,000 acres. ) 

Senator Case. You feel reasonably sure that at the end of 120 miles 
after you have irrigated 1 million 600 thousand acres in North Dakota 
there will be some water there to reach 

Senator Kerr. That would be 987,000 acres. 

- Senator Casr. Did he say a million seven or a million seven hun- 
red ? 

Mr. Bennett. A million seven thousand. 

Senator Casr. We say a million seven quite often and I thought 
you meant a million seven hundred thousand, in any event it would 

e twenty thousand out of a million and seven thousand. 

Mr. Brennerr. There is ample water to answer your question. 
There is ample water. 

Senator Case. There is ample water ? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. Do your plans call for carrying that water down 
there so that you eventually deliver some in South Dakota? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes, sir. Our plans call for putting that water in 
the James River. 

Senator Casr. Have you worked out your return-flow problem on 
the James River ? 

Mr. Bennerr. Yes, we have given that quite a little bit of thought 
particularly in relationship to our proposed Oahe development. The 
combination of the two developments when viewed in light of the 
capacity of the James River channel gives us a big problem that we 
think we can solve it without detriment to the James River Valley. 

Senator Casr. I know what you mean when you speak of the big 
problem of handling return flows on the James River. I think we 
should have for the benefit of the committee and the record the state- 
ment of what the problem of handling additional water in the James 
River means. 

Mr. Bennett. I can give youa general statement, Senator. 

The James River is a very flat river from its junction with the 
Missouri up almost to its headwaters, at least to the South Dakota- 
North Dakota State line. Its capacity is also limited by its width of 
channel. The combination of the two makes it difficult to get any 
large flows of water down the river. 

Senator Casr. What is the fall of the James River from north to 
south in South Dakota? 

Mr. Bennett. As I remember it is around a foot a mile, something 
of that magnitude; very, very flat. But I would want to check that 
for an accurate figure. (Actually it averages about one-half foot per 
mile.) 

Senator Cass. I wonder if anyone from the Corps of Engineers is 
here who has that figure exactly ? 

(There was no response.) 

Senator Casr. I think you will find it is even Jess than that. 

Will the million acres that you proposed or approximately a mil- 
lion acres that you propose to irrigate in North Dakota turn any flow 
into the James River? 

Mr. Bennett, Only a very small amount. 
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Senator Casr. Only a very small amount. 

Mr. Bennerr. Yes. Most of the land in North Dakota is in the 
Souris River drainage or over in the Sheyenne River drainage. 

Senator Cass. So, so far as the water that comes from the Garrison 
diversion unit that you turn into the James River Valley drainage area 
you do not anticipate that that will add anything to the flood prob- 
lem on the James River? 

Mr, Bennett. No, sir; we do not. 

Senator Casz. Why does your table not include any proposal for 
construction and development of the other irrigation potentials in 
South Dakota that were envisioned in the original authorization ? 

Mr. Bennett. I think the main answer to that, Senator, is that at 
the time the table you have before you was made up we could not see 
for those 4 years readiness to serve any of the other irrigation units 
in South Dakota. The status of our planning is such that we could 
not be ready in the 4-year period that the table covers. 

Senator Casr. Have you not had a pretty sizable planning and in- 
vestigation unit located at your State office in Huron? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes, sir; we have. 

Senator Case. From the outset of this program ¢ 

Mr. Bennerr. As I remember we opened that office in the late 
forties, 1946-47. 

Senator Case. That is 10 years ago, and in 10 years time they have 
not developed any plan that you can propose for the construction 
phase within the next 4 or 5 years? 

Mr. Bennett. Well, there is a possibility that we can develop some 
plans under an expedited program within about the next 3 years. 

Senator Casr. Well, now, let us see what are the other projects in 
oer Dakota for which the Bureau would have irrigation respon- 
sibility. 

Mr. Bennett. Well, there are several along the tributaries. The 
principal tributaries are the White River, the most southerly; the 
Bad River, about in the center; the Moreau River, and the Grand 
River. 

Senator Case. And on the Grand River you have built a reservoir ? 

Mr. Bennett. We have built a reservoir on the Grand River. 

Senator Case. Is that Shade Hill Reservoir? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes, sir. 

Senator Casr. Do you propose to come up with a proposal to con- 
struct anything to utilize the water in the reservoir that is built? 

Mr. Bennett. At the present time we have no firm plans for con- 
structing any facilities for use of that water. We have found that 
the water is not of a very good quality. Our estimates show that on 
an average that water will run about 1,200 parts per million with 
75 percent sodium content. That type of water used on the type of 
soil available puts us in what we call the doubtful category for irriga- 
tion purposes. 

Now, we do have a development farm up there just below Shade 
Hill Dam. We have been operating that farm since 1952, using the 
waters out of Shade Hill Reservoir and testing very carefully their 
effect on those soils. The tendency of water with a high sodium con- 
tent is to seal the soils. 

So far through 1955—I do not have available yet the 1956 record— 
but through 1955 our tests of the development farm have shown that 
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the sodium is accumulating in those soils. So far it has not reached 
a dangerous level. 

Our studies also have shown that the soils are losing their ability to 
take water. Now, whether there is a relationship between the sodium 
content and the loss of water-absorbing qualities we have not yet 
specifically defined. 

Senator Case. Recently Mr. Arthur Swinby, who has been more or 
less the godfather, local sponsor, or promoter of the Shade Hill de- 
velopment—and most of these projects, we find, do have some public- 
spirited citizen who sponsors them or promotes them—recently Mr. 
Swinby told me that he had a letter from Mr. W. G. Sloan—Mr. Sloan 
was formerly with the Bureau and the person identified in the name 
of the Pick-Sloan plan—in which Mr. Sloan said that he was familiar 
with the project of an area where similar water and soil conditions 
existed and where they had been irrigating for some 30 years and the 
production was satisfactory and very gratifying. 

It is his opinion, and I think it is Sommtenaly the opinion that many 
of the local people have, that if you were actually to go ahead and 
construct the works with proper drainage, and so forth, that you could 
use the Grand River water on the soil. 

Mr. Bennett. Well, that, of course, is a possibility, and it is what 
we are trying to find out through this development farm. 

Now, we have not yet undertaken leaching experiments. That is 
one of the next things to bedone. It is entirely possible that by proper 
application and proper kinds of excess waters you can maintain that 
good soil quality. 

Senator Case. Have you contemplated the addition of any other 
salts as an agent to convert the existing salts into something which 
crops will tolerate? 

Mr. Bennett. Well, not to any great degree. 

Senator Casr. What is the investment that you have in the Shade 
Hill Reservoir ? 

Mr. Bennett. I would have to look that figure up, Senator; I do 
not have it in mind. 

Senator Case. Well, the approximate amount. Is it more or less 
than $10 mililon? 

Mr. Bennett. Seven and one-half mililon. 

Senator Case. Does that include the cost of the land? The reser- 
voir site? 

Mr. Bennett. I assume that would be the total cost to date. 

Senator Casz. Approximately $7% million; and the reservoir has 
been built for about 5 years? 

Mr. Bennett. About 1951, I believe it was they finished it. 

Senator Caspr. How much are you spending a year to try to deter- 
mine whether or not you can use the water efficiently ? 

Mr. Bennett. I would have to look up that figure, I do not recall 
what our expenditures on that development farm are running. 

Senator Casr. Well, supposing I suggest that they run about ten: 
to twelve thousand dollars a year, would that be about right? 

Mr. Bennerr. Offhand it sounds like it should not run much more 
than that. 

Senator Casr. My recollection is that that is about that figure, be- 
tween ten and fifteen thousand a year. Who is responsible for de- 
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termining or proposing your allocation of funds on project devel- 
opment ? 

Mr. Bennett. On project development ? 

Senator Casg. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. Well, the Commissioner has that final responsibility. 

Senator Case. Honestly, do you not think with an investment of 
$714 mililon, and I think that that is a rounded figure and possibly a 
little on the conservative side, but that $714 mililon with that much in- 
vested in a dam with the water already stored that you would be war- 
ranted in expediting the program by spending more than $10,000 a 
year to find out if you could use the water and get it to work? 

Mr. Bennett. Well, it is not so much a question there of the amount 
of money you would spend; it is actually a matter of time. 


Our technical peopie feel that only time is really going to answer 


that question. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman, last fall I was invited to attend an 
awards dinner of the Soil Conservation Service at Hot Springs, 
S. Dak., at which Mr. Don Williams, the Chief of the Soil Conserva- 
tion Service in the Department of Agriculture, was the principal 
speaker. They gave awards to the local cooperators who had done 
something outstanding and I remember that one of the awards was 
given to Mr. B. F. Childers who has a farm or ranch alongside of the 
Cheyenne River and when he first started to use the water in that river 
he had a problem similar to what you described here, a matter of the 
river carrying certain salts which when put on certain lands had a 
tendency to tighten the soil and to lessen the permeability of the soil. 

He started a little investigation on his own and through the co- 
operation of the State college of agriculture determined that by put- 
ting some gypsum on the soil which he ground with just an ordinary 
rock crusher of some sort, that the salts in the gypsum combined with 
the salts in the water and soils so that it neutralized them and created 
a situation where there was complete tolerance and he was given the 
award of the Soil Conservation Service last fall because he was now 
producing 6 tons of alfalfa to the acre and other comparable crops, 
that was a problem he worked out individually on his own initiative 
and certainly at less than any $10,000 per annum. 

He did that with his own resources and I suppose the expenditure 
of some hard work and probably in cash in the gross amount less than 
you are spending per year on these farms. 

I hesitate to pursue this line of questioning, Mr. Chairman, but it 
seems to me that, if the agency is going to request an authorization 
of $200 million additional for prosecuting its program, it does have 
a responsibility when it has invested $714 million in a dam and reser- 
voir to develop with as much expedition as possible a program to 
utilize the waters of that reservoir. 

Now, then, so much for Shade Hill. 

What are some of the other irrigation features of the program as 
contemplated for South Dakota by the basic authorization ? 

Well, I will suggest them and take them down the line. 

Let us take the Moreau River which is immediately south of the 
Grand River. 

Mr. Bennett. Yes. 

Senator Casr. What have you done on the Moreau River? 
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Mr. Bennerr. We had plans ready to construct a reservoir on the 
Moreau River; had gone so far as to purchase right-of-way for the 
damsite when we ran into the same quality of water problem; so we 
held in abeyance any construction there pending some successful reso- 
lution of that same type of problem which we just discussed on Shade 
Hill. 

Senator Casr. What did you do with the lands that you acquired ¢ 

Mr. Bennett. As far as 1 am aware we still own those lands; there 
has been some correspondence with the original owners as to title 
reverting to them. 

Senator Case. Do you know how much land you acquired there? 

Mr. Bennett. No; I do not. 

Senator Casr. Or how much money was expended in the acquisi- 
tion ¢ 

Mr. Bennett. I do not have those figures. 

Senator Case. Or how much was expended for the construction 
houses and construction site ? 

Mr. Bennett. No, I could look those up for you. 

Senator Case. If I suggested that you spent upward of a million 
dollars there, would you say that that was approximately correct ? 

Mr. Bennett. I would judge it would be in that magnitude; yes. 

Senator Case. That also was an investment on which there will be 
no chance of realization unless you do find a solution to that salting 
problem ? 

Mr. Bennett. That is correct. 

Senator Case. Then going South, the Bad River, you have men- 
tioned the Bad River. That is one of the smaller projects? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes. 

Senator Casr. What is your plan with respect to the Bad River? 

Mr. Bennett. Well, we are working now on a what we call division 
investigation similar to a basin type survey but the Bad River origi- 
nates in the Badlands of South Dakota. We doubt there if we can 
find a feasible development, again going to this same water quality. 

Senator Casz. Pardon me, off the record. 

( Discussion off the record. ) 

Senator Casg. What is your problem in the Bad River ? 

Mr. Bennert. Again, it is water quality. 

Senator Casz. How large a project is that? 

Mr. Bennertr. That is relatively small. 

We found one fairly good reservoir site up near Philip, S. Dak. 

Senator Case. Then you mentioned the White River. Now, the 
White River, I think as you know, has a major fork known as the 
Little White and can you state what your plans contemplate with 
regard to either the White or the Little White ? 

Mr. Bennett. On the main White River we are currently looking at 
two reservoir sites that show some promise; one the Slim Butte site 
which is about 10 miles north of the Nebraska State line. Somewhat 
below there and near the little town of Weta we have another dam site 
that looks promising. Again, though, we have a water quality prob- 
Jem in those regions. 

Senator Case. West of Weta the White River flows through the 
Bad Lands; is that correct? ’ 
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Mr. Bennett. Some of those forks probably come out of the Bad 
Lands; the main stream itself originates in Nebraska. 

Senator Case. The area south of the Bad Lands offers irrigation 
possibilities without your water running through the Bad Lands. Is 
it possible that you might consider developing a project in the Slim 
Buttes area or the southern part of the White River ? 

Mr. Bennett. The water from either the Slim Buttes or the Weta 
site would be used on tracts of land along the White River. 

Senator Case. What about the Little White? 

Mr. Bennett. The Little White is much better, that is a good qual- 
ity of water. We are currently considering a dam site we call the 
Little White Site about 10 miles south of the town of White River. 
There we show the most promise; we can probably reach a project 
somewhere around fourteen to fifteen thousand acres, part of which 
would be on the bench right in the vicinity of White River, the little 
town. 

Senator Casr. Have you been investigating the White River since 
the inception of this program ? 

Mr. Bennett. We started on the White River for, you might say 
seriously, oh, it has been in about the last 3 years as I recall. 

Senator Case. Well, supposing you submit for the record the time 
at which you started investigations on the White River and the Little 
White? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes. 

Although some intermittent work was done subsequent to 1944, con- 
centrated work started in December 1955. 

Senator Case. The Little White project, you say, would be about 
15,000 acres, possibly ? 

Mr. Bennett. We think we can get that much land, we have taken 
a look at the land and it is pretty good looking material and the water 
is of good quality. 

Senator Case. Well, is it not conceivable that you might complete 
a study of the 15,000-acre tract in time that some of the funds for 
which you are asking an authorization here might be applied to a 
construction project there ? 

Mr. Bennett. That is entirely possible. So far within that par- 
ticular area it has not been too much interest in irrigation projects, 
but when we do have available as we hope to have in another year a 
report showing locations of lands, costs, things of that kind, then we 
will be in a better position to discuss the matter with those people. 

Senator Casr. Are you familiar with the rainfall conditions in 
South Dakota? 

Mr. Bennetr. In a general way; yes. 

Senator Case. In general, then, is the rainfall in the areas we have 
been discussing on the White, the Little White, the Bad, the Grand, 
and the Moreau of a marginal character.as far as crop production is 
concerned ? 

Mr. Brennert. Yes, most of the area west of the Missouri is consid- 
ered to be in that category. 

Senator Case. And all of these projects that we have been discuss- 
ing as we have been going down them one by one up to this point, are 
west of the Missouri River with the exception of that Garrison diver- 
sion on the James ? 
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Mr. Brennerr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Casr. So that all of these projects we have been talking 
about are in the so-called short-grass country / 

Mr. Bennett. Yes. 

Senator Case. Where the need for supplementary water for irriga- 
tion is a need that comes almost every year ? 

Mr. Bennett. That is correct. 

Senator Case. Now then, turning to the Missouri River itself, did 
not your original authorization contemplate development of some 
units along the main stem of the Missouri River ? 

Mr. Benner. Y es, sir; under what was known as the South Dakota 
pumping division. 

Senator Casr. Are you contemplating the development of any of 
those pumping units on the main stem of the Missouri River ? 

Mr. Bennett. We are working now again on a division report 
which would cover all of those units from Mobridge down to Yankton. 

Senator Case. But none of those are listed in the units proposed 
for construction in this table you have submitted to the committee. 

Mr. Bennett. No, sir; they are not. We have done considerable 
work on those units, we expect to have our report out in about a year; 
but so far on those units there have been a lack of local interest and 
most of them cannot be served well until the main stem reservoirs 
have stabilized and the conservation space made available. They 
are filling now but the streamflow has not been too good although 
Gavins Point is fairly stable now, Fort:Randall is not yet stabilized. 
So we have not been pushing those units too fast. 

Senator Case. Well, for the pumping units below Pierre, or below 
the Oahe Dam, do you ‘contemplate umping from the Oahe Reservoir 
or pumping from the stream channel ? 

Mr. Bennett. Those below Oahe would be pumping from the stream 
channel, some of those near Fort Randall and near Gavins Point 
would be pumped from the reservoir. 

Senator Case. Are you familiar with the average rainfall in the 
area along the main stem of the Missouri River ? 

Mr. Bennett. As I recall it is in the general vicinity of around 
20 inches. The Missouri slope averages about 16 inches. 

Senator Casg. You think it averages about 20 inches? 

Mr. Bennett. That is my recollection. 

Senator Case. My recollection is, Mr. Chairman, that the rainfall 
along the main stem of the Missouri River will run nearer an average 
of 13 inches rather than 20; 20 would apply more nearly to the area 
along the James River. 

Mr. Bennett. It breaks rather fast right in that area as you go 

east. 

Senator Case. Has any consideration been given to setting up an 
irrigation project and the pumping units south of Oahe or anywhere 
along the river where you would pump from the main channel ? 

Mr. BENNETT. Well, of those units below Oahe and above the back- 
water of Fort Randall those would be pumped from the main stem 
of the river. 

We do have one consideration of pumping out of Oahe Reservoir 
for the big Oahe unit. 

Senator Case. We will come to that in a moment. 
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What about in the Charles Mix County area? That would be down 
near the Gavins Point or the Fort Randall Reservoirs. 

Mr. Bennett. The chances are on Charles Mix area we would 
pump out of Fort Randall, it is a little closer to Fort Randall than 
it is to Gavins Point. 

We are considering there four different areas within that county. 
We divided into four areas for purposes of better consideration. We 
have what we call the Platte area of about 30,000 acres, the Geddes 
area of about 43,000 acres, Lake Andes area about 10,000 acres, and 
the Wagner area of about 88,000. 

Those areas would be pumped from Fort Randall. 

Senator Case. And the Fort Randall Reservoir is completed. 

Mr. Bennett. It is completed and they are starting to store water 
but it is not yet stable. 

Senator Case. But the Gavins Point Dam which is below Randall 
has been completed and 

Mr. Brennetr (interposing). That is fairly well stabilized. 

Senator Casr. That is fairly well stabilized ? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes. 

Senator Case. I might say that last fall I attended a meeting at 
the Platte, in fact two meetings in Charles Mix County in which I 
thought there was a very definite interest; the farmers there, it seems 
to me, have shown more interest than they have in some other places 
largely, I think, because a few of the farmers themselves started 
pumping on their own out of the river and they have shown what 
can be done so there is a real interest, especially with the rainfall we 
had last year. 

Now then, turning to the unit that you mentioned, the so-called 
James River unit, where there would be water presumably pumped 
from the Oahe Reservoir. What is the status of that study ? 

Mr. Bennett. Most of our work in South Dakota has in the past 
few years been concentrated on that unit. We have prepared and 
issued last fall an interim report for the purpose of giving to the 
State officials and the prospective water users a brief résumé of the 
project, the types of soils, and probable costs. They are considering 
that report now. 

What they decide will depend whether we go ahead or do not go 
ahead on that particular unit. 

Senator Case. Do you know how much money you have spent on 
the investigations of the Oahe-James River unit ? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes, sir; to June 30, 1956, we have spent $4,208,000. 

Senator Casre. Four million two-hundred and eight thousand dol- 
jars in surveys and studies? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes, sir. 

Senator Casr. Do you have the figure for what you have spent in 
investigation or studies of all of these other projects that we have 
discussed ? 

Mr. Bennett. No, I do not have a total. 

Senator Case. Would you hazard a quick estimate as to how much 
you might have spent on the studies on the pumping units, the White 
River-Bad Lands-Moreau and Grand River units? 

Mr. Bennett. Well, I can give them to you individually. 
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So far—that is again, June 30, 1956—on the South Dakota pumping 
division we have spent about $150, 000; on the White division about 
$325,000; on the Bad division $20, 000—I do not have a figure for the 
Grand River. 

Senator Case. Moreau ? 

Mr. Bennett. Or the Moreau. 

Senator Case. Something altogether there of approximately 
$500,000 ? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes. 

Senator Casr. On all of these other possible units? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes. 

Senator Case. Has it ever occurred to you, Mr. Bennett, that you 
have been spending most of your money on the projects which would 
be located in the area which has a rainfall running from 16 to 24 inches 
a year, and that you have not been spending a “comparable amount 
of money or giving a comparable amount of attention to the units 
in the areas of marginal rainfall where it runs off from 19 to 16 inches 
a year? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes, sir: that has occurred to us, and that is one of 
the reasons that we have tried to hasten the studies on the western side. 

Senator Case. But you have not come up with any projects? 

Mr. Bennerr. Not yet; no, sir. 

Senator Case. Has it occurred to you that, if you were to develop 
some of those pumping units along the river which would be pre- 
sumably the most susceptible to early development, you would get some 
farmers experienced in irrigation and some crop results that would 
be of considerable benefit both to the Bureau and to the agriculture 
of South Dakota in determining the value and in developing the inter- 
ests for irrigation in the James River Valley ¢ 

Mr. Bennett. Yes, sir; that has occurred to us, but until last fall 
there had been very little. if any, interest in those smaller areas. It 
was only starting last fall, in Charles Mix County, that the interest 
began to develop. 

Senator Casr. I will not take the time to challenge that as an obser- 

vation, but I think probably it might be challenged and I think there 
might be a reason for it. Where has your office been located in South 
Dakota ? 

Mr. Bennerr. At Huron. 

Senator Case. That is right on the James River ? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes. 

Senator Case. Together, adding the $4,208,000 that you have ex- 
pended in studies on the James River unit and the approximately 
half-million dollars on the other projects, that is close to $5 million 
that you spent in what period of time / 

Mr. Bennett. Since 1944. 

Senator Casr. In 10 years’ time? Up to June 30, 1956? In the 
t or 5 years immediately ahead of «us you don’t envision any project 
for actual construction that will develop irrigation facilities? 

Mr. Brennerr. The schedules as they were prepared last spring, 
which form the basis for the table you have before you, did not envision 
it. The situation is changing, and it is possible that there certainly 
ean be projects in much sooner than we visualized last spring. 
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Senator Casr. I would like to address this observation to both of 
the witnesses and ask for their comment on it: You must recognize 
that, after all, all of us who serve on this committee or any committee 
of Congress naturally are concerned with the results that we get from 
these programs. I am just wondering what you would suggest for 
me to say to the people of South Dakota, if I go back and tell them 
that we have passed an omnibus bill down here in which we increased 
the authorization for appropriations for the Department of the In- 
terior, and specifically the Bureau of Reclamation, by $200 million, 
and that that is expected to provide the construction money for the 
next 4 years, and with the carryover for this year really about 5 years 
of actual operations; that that building on top of 10 years’ investiga- 
tion does not on the face of the record suggest an actual development 
of irrigation facilities in any of these areas we have been discussing. 

Mr. Brapiey. Senator, in the list that we submitted, we included 
a general item near the bottom of the units underway, “Drainage and 
minor construction program in various States.” The amount of 
money shown in 1959 is $4 million in round figures, and $12 million 
in 1960, and again $9 million in 1961. 

The point is this: that within a breakdown that we have to support 
that 1-line entry, we should have called to your attention earlier 
there is included at the Rapid Valley unit site an amount of money 
in 1960 of $648,000, and that is for construction. 

Senator Casr. That would be under the Pactola Dam ? 

Mr. Brapiey. Yes. The other observation, Senator, I believe you 
were eliciting, is this: in sincerely trying to comment constructively 
on what is certainly a problem to you—and it surely is to us be- 
cause of this desire certainly to give equitable treatment to various 
States in the basin development—lI should qualify the submission that 
has been given to you as representing simply the best idea that was 
in the Bureau at the time that the committee asked for some forecast 
ofa program. It is perfectly true, as you said, that you exhausted the 
list and found very little in there for South Dakota. The point I 
want to make is that that advance-program list is surely not fixed 
as far as the Department is concerned. 

Senator Case. And the idea that was in the Bureau at the time 
that that list was prepared might possibly be modified as a result of 
this interrogation ? 

Mr. Braptey. It might well be modified ; yes, sir. 

Senator Case. That at least 

Senator Kerr. That is wholesome. 

Senator Case. That at least is a little consolation. The Bureau 
has a substantial investment in this, and so does the Government of 
the United States. Actually, the State of South Dakota is providing 
a considerable quantity of land to park these flood waters in South 
Dakota, is it not ? 

Mr. Bennett. Behind the dams; yes, sir. 

Senator Casz. Are you familiar, Mr. Bradley, with the acreage 
that will be covered with water for all time in South Dakota as a result 
of the Missouri River program in South Dakota ? 

. Mr. Brapuey. No, sir. 

Senator Case. It is not far from a half-million acres. A great deal 
of that represents bottom land. The reason for storing it in South 
Dakota, so the Engineers have told us, is because we happen to have 
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the area where the bluffs are close enough together where you can 
build a dam and have a reservoir of some capacity. And a great many 
of us do feel that if we are going to flood out our bottom lands, our 
hay lands, our pasturelands: with a little supplemental water pro- 
vided by the runoff from the breaks of the rivers, that at least we 
ought to have some replacement of water land in the State as a substi- 
tute for the lands that you are flooding for all time to come. 

Most of these irrigation projects we have talked about are little 
projects, 15,000 or 20,000 acres in this unit or that unit. The pump- 
ing units are smaller than that. But if they were developed they 
would provide a place where the ranchers who are driven out of the 
aa lands back of the benchlands could look for supplemental hay 

‘ feed or something like that when they have a rough year. 

"og it honestly does seem to me that if the Bureau of Reclamation 
would recognize the problem we have in South Dakota and take a look 
at this whole picture that you would feel that you had a responsibility 
to the people of South Dakota to try at least to give us some water on 
some land that would provide a portion, a small fraction at least, of 
the lands that are being lost by permanent flooding with the reservoirs. 

When this table came in showing no proposal at. all for construction 
for South Dakota for the next 4 years ahead, and the only one that was 
identifiable was the possibility of this small unit on the James River 
at the North Dakota line, after you have watered lands tributary to 
120 or 150 miles of river above that between that and the reservoir, it 
looked as if it was a pretty small recognition of appreciation to South 
Dakota, or of understanding and responsibility by the Federal Gov- 
ernment for what it is doing to South Dakota in taking our bottom 
lands and flooding them for all time to come. 

I am certainly, Mr. Chairman, not going to oppose including the 
$200 million authorization in this bill, but I do fee! that the merit of 
the situation warrants the consideration and the attention of the 
Committee on Public Works, that where we are called upon to increase 
an authorization that it should be a concern of the committee to see to 
it that the funds are applied in a way that would meet the equities of 
the situation and the responsibilities of the Federal Government in 
having impounded these waters in South Dakota, having spent so much 
money in investigations, and yet having such little actual irrigation to 
show for it. 

Senator Kerr. I want to say that I fully understand and appreciate 
the attitude of the Senator from South Dakota. My experience with 
the Bureau of Reclamation has convinced me that first they are about 
as hard working a group of men as there is in Washington, and second, 
that they are under about the same kind of pressure for time and con- 
sideration and decision as are the Members of Congress, and also that 
when matters of evident equity are called to their attention they give it 
serious and appropriate consideration. 

The chairman is wondering if it might not be possible that the Bu- 
reau would take a new look at their program for the next 4 years and 
submit. maybe a more detailed forecast or an amended forecast that 
would give appropriate consideration to the very evident justice of the 
suggestion of the Senator from South Dakota. 

Mr. Bennetr. We will be happy to do that. 
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( The information requested is as follows :) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., March 4, 1957. 
Hon. Rosert S. Kerr, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 


Deak SENATOR Kerr: The following information was requested during your 
subcommittee’s hearing on February 25, 1957, on S. 497, with particular reference 
to an increase in authorization for appropriations for the Missouri River Basin 
project. 

For the Missouri River Basin project, there is enclosed a table showing the 
application of the authorization for appropriations made available by the Flood 
Control Act of 1950. 

For the same project, there is enclosed also a modified construction program 
for fiscal years 1958 through 1961, reflecting additional detail and additional 
units as suggested by the committee during the hearing. It will be understood, 
we believe, that while such an advance program is essential to an understanding 
of the progress to be expected in the next several years, the amount of progress 
which may actually be realized will be dependent on such factors as the amounts 
of appropriations allowed by the Congress each year and the evidence of local 
support from the immediate beneficiaries in the various States of the basin. 

The suggestion of the committee that the amount of the monetary authoriza- 
tion in S. 497 might be adjusted to suit the modified program has been carefully 
considered. We believe that no adjustment is necessary. The amount of $200 
million now carried in the bill is consistent with the amounts provided by the 
Cengress in the past 3 authorizations, viz, $200 million, $150 million, and $200 
million. The advance program originally submitted to the committee exceeded 
the-ameunt of authorization, as does the modified program. As you realize, 
numerous factors influence or control the program actually realized. For ex- 
ample, there is always some uncertainty as to the particular units on which we 
are able to initiate construction. Also, the level of appropriations granted by the 
Congress affects both the continuation of work underway and new starts. Inde- 
terminate delays which may be experienced on work under way affect fund re- 
quirements. The time when another monetary authorization measure may be 
before the Congress for its consideration of a possible further increase in the 
amount authorized to be appropriated is of course another factor. Consequently, 
there does not appear to be any precise basis on which to relate the monetary 
authorization to a specific program over a specific period of years. We, therefore, 
suggest that the $200 million provision as now carried in 8S. 497 may be considered 
equally as applicable to the modified program as it was to the original program. 

Flood control on the Rogue River was referred to during your hearings (see p. 
408 of stenographic transcript) and current information was requested on the 
progress being made by a joint agency committee toward a full report on such 
flood control. The technical coordinating subcommittee formed by the Columbia 
Basin Interagency Committee does not contemplate the drafting of a report of 
its own. Rather, it will serve to facilitate exchange of basic information and 
views among the Army Corps of Engineers, the Department of the Interior, 
the Department of Agriculture, and the State of Oregon. Reports of investiga- 
tions are underway, however, by both the Corps of Engineers and the Department 
of the Interior. We understand informally that the corps foresees reporting on 
their investigation during fiscal year 1959. This Department has currently under 
review the preliminary work of a field task force, representing the Bureau of 
Reclamation, the Fish and Wildlife Service, and the National Park Service, on 
development of the resources of the basin. 

The schedule for completion of the Burean’s report on a high dam at Pleasant 
Valley on the Snake River was requested during the hearing. You are advised 
that present plans call for completion within a year or sooner. 

Information was also requested by the committee on the installed capacity at 
the Bureau’s Pleasant Valley site and Hells Canyon site, “using the same criteria 
and standards for each, * * * as affected by the physical facts of each.” Infor- 
mation was further requested concerning flood-control storage to be built into the 
proposed Pleasant Valley Dam and whether it would conflict with flood-control 
reservoirs recommended in the 308 report of the Army Corps of Engineers. And 


of the flood-control goals which are set out in the original 308 report. 
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further, whether the Bureau of Reclamation had an objections to achievement 
Answers 
to these inquiries will be furnished as soon as the necessary technical data may 
be obtained from our field offices. 
Sincerely yours, 
HATFIELD CHILSON, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 


BuREAU OF RECLAMATION, Missourr RiveR BASIN PROJECT 


{pplication of the authorization for appropriations made available by the Flood 
Control Act of 1950 


’ | Allotments 
Unit 


1954 | 1955 | 1956 | 1957 1958 | 1959 


'$1, 100, 000 2 


1 
| 
Ainsworth, Nebr ieee |--- | 
| $79, 551 $286,000 | $157,905 $224, 000 | 140, 000 


Angostura, 8. Dak. ; ‘ 


Bostwick, Nebr.-Kans | 3,665,790 | 3,625,000 | 6,784,000 | 4,690,000 | 1, 471, 000 z 
Boysen, Wyo (266, 907) 28,000 | 106, 841 54,000 | 156,000 |___ 
Canyon Ferry, Mont ...| 315,248 | (18, 558)! 480, 930 136, 000 | ___ 

Cedar Bluff, Kans-_- 15, 329 | 20, 397 38, 000 70, 000 | 50, 000 
Completion reports - -- ’ : 21, 500 24,000 | __- | ‘ 
Crow Creek pumping, Mont: ana | 658, 387 60,205 | (17, 606) (5, 000) | 21,000 | 
Dickinson, N. Dak. __.--- | 20, 692 | | (3, 178) 24, 800 |__- 

Farwell, Nebr... . | | Ree san | 750,000 | 

Fort Clark, N. Dak_ 37,268 | (24, 000)| 5, 822 | 5, 200 | 6, 000 | c 
Frenchman-Cambridge, Nebr ,779 | 775,000 | 1,310,288 | 3,151,000 | 3, 260, 000 


Glendo, Wyo 


NX 
cn 
' @ 
nN 


} 1,800, 000 8, 120, 000 |11, 000,000 | 9,951, 000 








Hanover- Blut, Wyo 4°0,000 | 1,536,000 | 600,000 285, 000 |__. a 

Heart Butte, N. Dak 165, 815 48, 000 | 22,000] 14,000 |.---.----- 

Helena Valley, Mont 250,000 | 2,979,925 | 610,000 | 4, 500, 000 | 

Jamestown, N, Dak 5 | (252,075) | 77 "553 105, 000 £ A ss 

Keyhole, Wyo | 357 9, 000 | (524)| PT 

Kirwin, Kans 5, 487,994 | 2,925,000 | 1,323,000 | 2,055,000 | 1, 435, 000 | ce 

Lower Marias, Mont 6, 322,904 | 6,071,318 | 3,505,294 | (465, 907) A a ae to 

Owl Creek, Wyo | ’:900,000 | 792; 000 7 1, 100,000 |__- 

Rapid Valley, 8. Dak 3, 692, 373 | 2,149,700 | 561, 977 40,000 | 23,000 |__.--___- 

Sarge nt, Nebr... | ..| 1,000,000 | 3, 254, po | 249,000 | yy 

si “wy ige, Mont | (774) | (2, 237) | 25) |. ; ies ‘i 
Francis, Colo. -Kans. | (9, 887) | 15, 000 | 40, doo | (34, 000) |...----.- Ba 

Shade hill, 8. Dak__. 42, 394 | 3, 350 | 16, 908 14, 150 10, 000 |_- 

Shoshone Extension, W yoming . a 500, 000 - 

Transmission system. - ---- | 2,831,847 |12, 325, 000 |16, 088,957 | 3, 588, 629 | | 8,000, 000 | 

Webster, Kans. - _-- | 2,864, 500 | 4, 221,000 | 3,340,000 | 225,000 | 1,000, 000 | 


Yellowtail, Mont ie | 4) 000,000 |. Be 
Abandoned or transferred units 795, 643 (1, 718, 301) (300, 000) | - 
| ae ae 


Subtotal, construction 30, 117, 758. \34, 17 3, 614 54, 375, 567 |27, 038, 844 134, 221, 000 | 
Investigations 1, 346, 100 | 2,311,150 | 2,915,000 | 2,879, 500 | 3, 000, 000 


Tx, 
Total, Missouri River Basin | 
project charge to limitation _ 31, 463, 858 (36, 484, 764 |57, 290, 567 |29, 918, 344 |37, 221, 000 |$26, 961, 504 


ther Department of Interior 


agencies ‘ 2, 500, 000 | 2,240,000 | 2, 700, 000 700, 000 | 3, 125, 000 | - ae 


N 


Grand total, appropriation 33, 963, 858 (38, 724, 764 |59, 990, 567 32, 618, ry |40, 346, 000 | | aes 
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Programs for fiscal years 1958-61 (revised) 


Name and location of project 





9, 000 


1958 1959 1960 1961 
MISSOURI RIVER RASIN PROJECT 
A. Completed divisions and units: | 

Keyhole unit, Wyoming 
Kortes unit, Wyoming__- | | 
Savage unit, Montana __ | $34, 000 

Subtotal, completed divisions and units- | | 34 000 | 

B. Divisions and units under construction: 

Ainsworth unit, Nebraska | $1, 100,000 | $3. 450 000 6, 798 000 | $7, 297,000 
Bostwick division, Nebraska-Kansas 1,471 000 | 2,150 000 | 2 572 000 734, 000 
Cedar Bluff unit, Kansas 50, 000 700 000 | 1 935 000 | 2,000,000 
Farwell unit, Nebraska 750 000 | 4, 253.000 | 9 107000 | 7,879.000 
Frenchman-Cambridge division, Nebraska___ 3,260 000 | 5,065, 000 5, 630 000 | 3, 960,000 
Glendo unit, Wyoming -_-_. . 9, 951, 000 6, 600 000 722, 343 | 50, 000 
Helena Valley unit, Montana_. ; | 4.500.000 | 2,210 000 174 000 | 
Kirwin unit, Kansas 1, 435 000 | 106 000 | 136 000 | 5, 000 
Owl Creek unit, Wyoming od 1, 249 880 | 312, 000 | St j 
Sargent unit, Nebraska ; 313, 000 260 000 |_.-- . 
Shoshone extensions unit, Wyoming 500,000 | 2.476 000 4.656 000 4, 116, 000 
Transmission division, various __ | §8, 680 000 | 12 038 000 | 17, 590.000 | 28. 207. 000 
Webster unit, Kansas __ othe 1,000 000 | 1.637.000 | 944 000 | 110. 000 
Yellowtail unit, Montana-W yoming 3, 307.854 | 13 978 000 | 14,932,000 | 21.346 000 
Drainage and minor construction program (871 000)| (4,025, 000)| (12, 390 000)) (9, 933, 000) 
Angostura unit, South Dakota____- r 140, 000 82 000 28,000 | 27, 000 
Boysen, unit, Wyoming ___- deh ao 7 155, 000 66, 000 | see D 
Canyon Ferry unit, Montana_.. os 136, 000 , ewe 
Completion reports and as-built drawings_. 10, 000 
Crow Creek pump unit, Montana 21, 000 26, 000 oS. 
Fort Clark unit, North Dakota __-- ite 6, 000 6, 000 ot 6, 000 
Hanover-Bluff unit, Wyoming _- ‘ 285, 000 300, 000 271, 000 
Heart Butte unit, North Dakota. _--- : - 14, 000 31, 000 135, 000 | 293, 000 
Jamestown unit, North Dakota _-__- 1 z 70, 000 9,000 |... 
Lower Marias unit, Montana .- 2, 748, 000 9, 539,000 | 8, 316, 000 
Rapid Valley unit, South Dakota ; 23, 000 120, 000 648, 000 | 129, 000 
St. Francis unit, Colorado . 634, 000 1,760,000 | 1,153,000 
Shadehill unit, South Dakota _. aati 10, 000 9, 000 9, 000 


Subtotal, divisions and units under construction | 38, 438,734 | 59,260,000 | 77, 586,343 | 85, 637,000 


C. Units proposed for construction: ! | 
Almena unit, Kansas : f. &.2 caren 1, 000, 000 4, 000, 000 5, 000, 000 
East Bench unit, Montana 500, 000 3, 280,000 | 6, 360, 000 

Garrison diversion unit, North Dakota-South | 
Dakota , 4,000,000 | 10,000,000 | 10, 100, 000 


Great Falls unit, Montana- aiid 2 papi 5 J 600, 000 
Hardin unit, Montana. - iw eae 100, 000 600,000 | 2,700, 000 
Kanopolis unit, Kansas , 600, 000 2, 200, 000 
Lavaca Flats unit, Nebraska ‘ 400, 000 
Pine Ridge unit, South Dakota ‘ 300,000 | 2,700, 000 
South Dakota pumping unit, South Dakota: 
Greenwood-Tower- Yankton 


080,000 | 1,190, 000 


Brule-Charles Mix-Bonhomme 2,000,000 | 5, 000, 000 
Subtotal, units proposed for construction 5, 600, 000 | 22, 860, 000 | 





D. Investigations _ ; A ee 3, 000, 000 2, 649, 500 2, 271, 500 | 


Totel, Missouri River Basin project charge to 





limitation a 41, 438, 734 | 67, 509, 500 |102, 751,843 |124, 169, 500 
Other Department of the Interior agencies 3,125,000 | 3,125,000 | 3,125,000] 3,125, 000 
Grand total 2 : ; --| 44, 563, 734 | 70,634, 500 |105, 874, 843 |127, 294, 500 


1 Units which it is estimated may be in a construction status subject to further investigations and reports, 
local interest, and budgetary limitations. These units are tent:.tive and subject to change. 


Senator Casr. I thank the chairman, and I also thank the gentle- 
= 
man representing the Bureau. 
Senator Kerr. Are there any questions? I believe Senator Neu- 
y q 
berger has some questions that he wants to ask one of these witnesses. 
Senator Neusercer. I would like to ask Mr. Bradley some questions 
if I could. 








pe ee 
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Mr. Bradley, these questions have to do not so much with the Mis- 
souri Basin as with the flood-control aspects of some of the projects 
with which the Bureau is involved in the Pacific Northwest, because 
this committee as you realize is charged with satisfying and studying 
the flood-control needs of the Nation. 

As you remember, on October 19 of last year a joint hearing of the 
Senate Interior Committee and of the Senate Public Works Com- 
mittee was held in Medford, Oreg., on “Rogue River flood control. 
Can you tell me what progress, if any, has been made toward a full 
report on the Rogue River flood-control situation by the Joint Agency 
Committee assigned to that study ¢ 

Mr. Brapirey. Senator Neuberger, the field report, I believe is in 
Washington. I haven't seen it personally, but from general knowl- 
edge I would say the status of that report is that it has been completed 
in the field, it is in Washington, and I believe there are several agencies 
concerned. Of course, there are several within Inter ior, and I believe 
Army, Agriculture, and Interior, as well as the State of course, have 
an interest, and it is now—again speaking from general knowledge, 
and I will be glad to verify this—under review in Washington. 

Senator Neunererr. If you get any further information I would 
appreci: ate y ‘our providing it for the record if you would, Mr. Bradley. 

Mr. Brapiry. Yes, sir. 

Senator Neupercer. Second, to turn from Rogue River to another 
area, on February 15, about a week ago, Secretary of the Interior sent 
a letter to the Federal Power Commission reporting that he had 
requested the Bureau of Reclamation to study in greater detail the 
feasibility of the Pleasant Valley site on the Snake River. The Secre- 
tary said in his letter that he would report the recommendations of the 
Bureau as soon as the report on the proposed high dam at Pleasant 
Valley is completed, Can you tell us the time schedule for completion 
of the Bureau’s report on this high dam at Pleasant Valley ? 

Mr. Brapiey. Senator, I wonder if Mr. Bennett, of the Bureau of 
Reclamation, who is closer to that, might answer your question. 

Senator Nevsercer. Either one, of course. “These questions are 
mutually for either one. 

Mr. Bennerr. As of teday, Senator, I cannot give you an answer. 
Our regional director from Boise will be in the office tomorrow with a 
program in his hands which would answer your questions. We are 
going to discuss that program starting tomorrow to see what we can do. 

Senator Kerr. In view of that situation, Senator, and the other dis- 
cussions here, I would ask Mr. Bradley and Mr. Bennett if by next 
Monday you might have in hand for the committee an amended fore- 
cast on the proposed authorization for the Missouri Basin and then 
be in position to put into the record your best answer as to the question 
of the Senator from Oregon ¢ 

Mr. Brapiry. Yes, sir. 

Senator Nevpercer. Thank you, Senator, very much. 

The next question is a matter which has aroused great concern in 
the Northwest and also a good deal of bewilderment. I might add. 
In Secretary Seaton’s letter to the Federal Power Commission he 
said that a special report by your Bureau, the Bureau of Reclamation, 
indicated construction of a powerplant at the proposed Pleasant 
Valley High Dam of 1,250,000 kilowatts. How does this capacity 
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compare with the powerplant which was planned for the Bureau's 
proposed high dam on the Hells Canyon site ¢ 

Mr. Brapiey. Senator, I don’t know that answer. 

Senator Neusercer. This is what I am getting at on this question, 
which to us has us completely bewildered in the Northwest. Why is it 
that the figures which the Secretary has submitted for the proposed 
dam at Pleasant Valley include greater installed capacity than at 
Hells Canyon? Is it because the Bureau of Reclamation has not con- 
ducted an engineering study of the proposed high Hells Canyon Dam 
comparable to that of the proposed Pleasant Vv alley Dam or that 
you are using different criteria, or what ? 

Mr. Braptey. Senator, I have not worked directly on either of those 
two projects. The best we can do, unless Mr. Bennett knows, would 
be to dig that out and get you an answer just as soon as we can. 

Senator Neusercer. The answer is very important for this reason: 
As you know, there is a vast amount of flood control involved on the 
Snake River as between those two projects. It has always been our 
understanding that the power capacity of the project was ‘determined 
by the volume of the water and the head, that is, the drop by which it 
fell. I may be wrong on that but that has always been my assump- 
tion. At Hells Canyon it is a higher dam than at Pleasant Valley. 
And yet the figures have come from the Interior Department of : 
greater installed capacity at this proposed Pleasant Valley Dam dan 
at the Hells C anyon Dam. 

Mr. Bravery. Senator, we will have to prepare an answer for you. 
I would say, on the surface, that this might be the consideration: It 
is true, as you suggest, that it is the water and the head that give the 
energy. But the “installed capacity, I believe you will find, depends 
on how best the engineers find that they can utilize the water and the 
head they have. They can either use a greater capacity for less hours 
during the year, in the nature of a peaking service, or they can use a 
lesser capacity for more hours during the year and thereby generate 
more energy but less power, technically speaking; less power at a given 
time but more continuous power. 

Senator Neunercer. Would it be possible for you to provide the 
committee with these figures: The possible installed capacity at both 
the proposed Pleasant Valley Dam and at the proposed Hells Canyon 
Dam, using the same criteria and standards for each? 

Mr. Braptey. Yes. 

Senator Neverercer. Thank you very much. 

Senator Kerr. As affected by the physical facts of each. 

Senator Nevgercer. That is right. With the amendment provided 
by the chairman of course on the question. 

Mr. Bennett. I am not sure we could do that by next Monday, if 
that is what you are getting to. That would take some studying. 

Senator Kerr. You are not sure you can do it by next Monday? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Certainly there would be no attitude on the part of 
the committee to unduly press you. If it is a question that you can 
appropriately provide an answer to, the committee would appreciate 
it at such time as the Bureau can give it to us certainly without undue 
difficulty on the part of the Bureau. 





RIVER AND HARBOR-FLOOD CONTROL ACT OF 1957 225 


Senator Neupercer. I have just one further question, Mr. Chair- 
man, and I will be concluded on this particular matter today. 

Can you answer now, or if you cannot answer this now can you 
provide it at the later date mentioned by the chairman, the answer to 
this question: Mr. Seaton said in his announcement of February 
I believe that was the date—that there was need for additional flood- 
control capacity in the Snake River Basin. Would the flood-control 
storage to be built into the proposed Pleasant Valley Dam conflict in 
any way with flood-control reservoirs recommended in the 308 report 
of the Army engineers? If it would, in what particulars and in what 
degree would the flood-control storage of Pleasant Valley conflict 
with the flood-control recommendations of the 308 report ? 

Mr. Brapiey. May we supply that, Senator / 

Senator Neusercer. Yes, indeed. As long as we are mentioning 
the 308 report, let me ask this one auxiliar y quesiton, if can, As you 
know, the Corps of Engineers is now carrying out a review of the 308 
report. Would the Bureau of Reclaamtion have any objections to 
achievement of the flood-control goals which are set out in the origi- 
nal 308 report? I would like to ask that, along with the Pleasant 
Valley and Hells Canyon flood-control benefits. 

Mr. Bravery. Yes, sir. 

Senator Neupercer. Those are all the questions that I have, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. Are there any further questions / 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I have one. 

You will recall that in the testimony of the witnesses the original 
total cost on the Missouri River Valley program is estimated at $1.3 
billion for both the Army engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation. 
Subsequently the increasing ‘costs and development of the program 
indicated about $2.95 billion for the Bureau, and $2.6 billion for the 
Corps of Engineers. Obviously, the completion of the programs, then, 
will mean that at some st: ize ‘there would have to be an increase in 
the rate of authorization for the Bureau over that for the Army, or 
there will be some uncompleted total at the end. 

I am just wondering, in view of the fact that the Bureau has made a 
table based upon this $200 million item, if this table which you have 
requested them to make might not be compiled on the basis of a possi- 
ble authorization of $220 million, which would be a 10-percent aug- 
mentation, or on a 4-year Bary that would be at the rate of about $5 
million additional per yea Wouldn't that give them a little more 
leeway since they susan ‘their other estimate on the basis of $200 
million ? 

Senator Kerr. I think the suggestion is very appropriate in view of 
the fact that certainly there is no disposition on the part of the commit- 
tee to ask the Bureau to eliminate any project that is included in the 
forecast that they gave us. I would suggest that in making this new 
one they do so on the basis of h: aving it fixed at such amount as they 
find would be indicated to take care of their amended forecast. The 
suggestion of 10 percent could be used as a basis to start from with 
good grace, certainly. 

I notice that Mr. Alfred Golze is here. Does he have a statement in 
addition to the information that has been elicited by the conversations 
that have been recorded here ? 
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Mr. Gorze. No, sir. I am supporting these gentlemen. I will be 
glad to answer any questions that you may have. 

Senator Kerr. I want to say that that reassures both these gentle- 
men and the committee. 

Thank you, gentleman. You will supply the information for inser- 
tion in the record and we will not have a hearing until sometime later. 

Senator Saltonstall has a statement which he would like to put into 
the record of the hearing with reference to S. 497. That may be made 
a part of the record. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT BY SENATOR LEVERETT SALTONSTALL 


I appreciate this opportunity to appear before your committee and to discuss 
with you certain of the public-works projects for navigation and flood control 
which your committee is now considering as part of 8. 497. 

This bill contains, as you know, two projects for Massachusetts harbors; one at 
Boston Harbor and the other at Salem. The improvement at Salem Harbor is 
also the subject of S. 1022, a bill which I introduced in this session of the Congress. 
S. 497 also provides for a survey to be made at Tashmoo Pond, Martha’s Vinyard, 
Mass. In addition to these very meritorious projects proposed, there is one which 
I wolud like to speak specifically about. This is the construction of the Littleville 
Reservoir on the Middle Branch of the Westfield River in Massachusetts at an 
estimated cost of $5,090,000. 

I am sure that all of you remember the terrible disaster experienced in this 
area of New England in August and October of 1955. Those tragie disasters 
vividly pointed to the need for adequate flood-control projects. The Littleville 
Reservoir project is an integral part of the comprehensive plan for flood control 
in the Connecticut River Basin. It has been conservatively estimated that, had 
the Littlefield Dam been in operation during these floods of 2 years ago, the reduc- 
tion in total losses due to these disasters would have been $8 million. 

Floods in the lower Westfield River Basin have been experienced in every 
month of the year, and di imaging floods have occurred ever since the first settle- 
ment of the area. In 1936, losses of $35 million were suffered and in 1955 800 
dwellings and 70 commercial establishments were damaged in the basin. The 
average annual losses under present conditions in the portion of the river basin 
under consideration are estimated to be $220,000. Those along the Connecticut 
River below the Westfield River and due to flows from that river are estimated 

$1,530,000. 

This particular project has been wholeheartedly endorsed by all of the local 
interests, both commercial and private. Indeed, the project has unanimous sup- 
port throughout New England. 

The economics of the situation are certainly clear in themselves. Such a dam 
would prevent further losses of property. Above and beyond the reduction of 
damages, however, this project would greatly reduce the hazard of loss of life 
from the disasters which have for so long plagued this area. I am sure that the 
people in Westfield River Basin will have cause to feel much more secure from 
fiood threats if your committee acts favorably upon this portion of S. 497. 


Senator Kerr. I want to express appreciation to the engineers for 
having their personnel here. I always feel reinforced and more secure 
when I see those gentlemen in the room, because I know they will not 
only be in position to take care of themselves, but also to reinforce 
the committee. We appreciate your being here. 

General Person. Thank you very much, sir. 

(Thereupon, at 12:15 p. m., the committee was adjourned.) 

(Information furnished by the Corps of Engineers on the Missouri 
River Basin program is as follows :) 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, 
Washington, D. C., September 11, 1956. 
[Ion. Francis CASE, 
United States Senator 
Custer, 8. Dak. 


Dear SENATOR CASE: Reference is made to your letter of August 16, 1956, in 
which you request information on authorizations and appropriations for the 
Missouri River comprehensive basin plan in order to determine the need for the 
$200 million additional authorization which was carried in the recently vetoed 
omnibus bill. You also ask for specific information on the funding necessary to 
complete Garrison, Gavins Point, Oahe, and Big Bend Reservoirs. I am glad to 
furnish this information, which applies to the comprehensive basin plan of the 
Corps of Engineers and does not include the complementary basin plan of the 
Department of the Interior. 

Table 1, attached, concerning monetary authorizations and appropriations 
shows the total cost of the basin plan, the present monetary authorization broken 
down by individual acts, the total appropriations through fiscal year 1957 and the 
remaining monetary authorization at this time. The appropriations estimated 
to be required to maintain an orderly and economic construction program for the 
next 4 years were added up and from the total was subtracted the remaining 
monetary authorization at this time leaving a deficit in monetary authorization 
of approximately $200 million. The assumptions upon which this computation 
was based are explained in more detail in the footnote of the table. 

You also request a tabulation showing the projects to which the appropriations 
have been applied plus and estimate of the funding necessary to complete Garri- 
son, Gavins Point, Oahe, and Big Bend. Table 2 is enclosed giving this informa- 
tion. The amount of funds needed to complete the 4 reservoirs to which you refer, 
in addition to the appropriations estimated to be required for the next 4 years, 
are shown separately following this tabulation of project appropriations. 

If there is additional information which vou desire I shall be pleased to fur- 
nish it. 

Sincerely yours, 
J. L. Person, 
Colonel, Corps of Engineers, 
tcting Assistant Chief of Engineers for Civil Works. 


Table 1.—Missouri River Basin (Corps of Engineers) 


Total estimated cost of basin plan $1, 789, 279, 000 


Vresent monetary authorization: 
Flood Control Act 1938 Diab Socweneeicawets ORR G0 


Flood Control Act 1941___ 7. 000, 000 
Fi0ed Doantrel. Act 1006... co wuss-canntdsacnd 200, 000, 000 
Fr00g Control Bet TOG. 0c5 oe Oo ss eis 150, 000, 000 


Ficod: Control Act 1060... cle ccees cae 250, 000, 000 
Raoon fiantrol: Bet  W0Gbs i cwiczen ow oda 217, 710, 000 


ote). oo) sats hi eet elie dae eel 833, 710, 000 
Appropriations through fiscal year 1957-.-.__----------~- Sain 715, 253, 000 
Remaining monetary authorization__..__-_.---__- a oa ate 118, 457, 000 
Estimated appropriations required fiscal years 1958-60_______- * 313, 030, 000 





eee ob hens ot tea tle sik 194, 573, 000 
i haek fy = Aeepens sheiem-—ceipanaeesianeiness tenintoa lpeas atapns abate 200, 000, 000 


‘In determining the amount of additional monetary authorization that was required 
at the time the omnibus river and harbor and flood-control bill of 1956 was under con- 
sideration, it was necessary to consider the interval between authorization bills which 
has been assumed as 3 years. Making an allowance for the time required in the normal 
budgeting processes, this means that the total of the balance of authorization now avail- 
able in this basin plus the additional authorization recommended should be sufficient to 
rover possible appropriations throuch the fiscal year 1960. 


Deficit monetary authorization 
Rounded__------- 
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TABLE 2.—Missouri River Basin (Corps of Engincers) 


| 
Appropriations| Estimated 


Project through fiscal |approvriation 
year 1957 fiscal years 
1958-0 
Kanopolis Reservoir, Kans_-- $12, 287, 000 
Missouri River agricultural levees 30, 848, 000 $22, 600, 000 
Fort ete all Reservoir, 8. D 187, 258, 000 2, 042, 000 
Oahe Reservoir, 5. — ; 91, 489,000 | ‘' 147, 000, 000 
Garrison Reservoir, Dak 267, 781, 000 1 26, 219, 000 
Harlan County Dalertole N. Dak 45, 232, 000 
Indianola, Nebr----.- 67, 300 
Bartley, Nebr 118, 300 
Gavins Point Reservoir, Dak -__. 45, 631, 000 2, 169, 000 
Tuttle Creek Reservoir, ine 21, 634, 000 52, 000, OOF 
Pomme de Terre Reservoir, Mo 1, 323, 000 12, 700, 000 
Pioneer Reservoir, Colo--_--- £ Seah 96, 000 
Sioux City, lowa 1, 000 1, 259, 000 
Big Bend Reservoir, 8. Dak 150, 000 1, 300, 000 
Arlington Reservoir, Mo--_- 9, 000 
Richland Reservoir, Mo 9, 000 
Pomona Reservoir, Kans 130, 000 5, 000, 000 
Ottawa, Kans. 110, 000 , 030, 000 
Topeka, Kans 1, 20°, 000 %, 500, 000 
Manhattan, Kans. ; 55, 000 1, 415, 000 
Abilene, Kans 230, 000 £0, 000 
Salina, Kans 16.5, 000 1, O05, 00+ 
Omaha, Nebr 5, 896, 400 
Council Bluffs 2, 558, 000 
Planning on other projects not shown separately in this list 668, 000 
Allowance for planning and initiation of construction on other projects in ' 
plan 17, 041, 000 
Total 715, 253, 600 $13, 030, 000 
i Funds needed to complete these projects after fiscal year 1960 based upon assumed appropriations for 
fiscal years 1958-60 are as follows: 
Oahe Reservoir $147, 000, 000 
Garrison Reservoir 26, 219, 000 
Gavins Point Reservoir @) 
Big Bend Reservoir 71, 550, 000 


No additional funds needed to complet 


Missouri River BAastn 


The present total estimated cost of the Missouri River Basin comprehensive 
plan is $1,816,802,800 of which $1,275,239,800 is for projects completed or under 

ray, and the balance for projects not yet started. 

Monetary authorization in the amount of $839,094,000 has been made available 
by the Congress to date. 

Funds totaling $713,758,800 have been appropriated through fiscal year 1957 
leaving a balance of authorization of $125,355.200. 

The approved budget for fiscal year 1958, includes funds in the amount of 
$52,695,000, which when added to the appropriations to date, makes a total of 
$766,453,800, leaving a balance of authorization of $72,640,200. 

The projects in the approved budget for fiscal year 1958 are as follows: 


Missourt River agricultural levees.__..................._____..__. $3, 300, 000 
NE SS EET a ia RS 27, 500, 000 
ne  . emctiemnmes tds --- 2, DO0,.000 
Tuttle Creek Reservoir, Kans________- ee brea eaee : 11, 000, 000 
i oe 2 SeeeenwoIr, BO ne ___. 2,000, 000 
Teen nnn Ee ttlernsdidbaieosridibeone = __.. 1,500, 000 
ESNet oe : 400, 000 
ee ee ee ete ig Be Oe 500, 000 
Ne a sks. sunchuigitedvar asain sechmipemundi te dowds 50, 000 
: MPINNINS 2050  aa CULL eee eee ke 300, 000 
Pomona Reservoir, Kans______________- ee! t x : 145, 000 
ee, eee. Sa ceca a : 500, 000 


NS a ; 52. 695, 000 
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A tabulation showing the status of authorization with relation to appropria- 
tions is given below: 


Total basin. authorisation... 2. ........«...- Juda 
Total appropriations through fiscal year 1957 ____-_-~- 


te Seba $839, 094, 000 
OTIS. 713, 758, 800 


Salance available for appropriations___._...._...---_.___ 125, 335, 200 
Approved budget allowance, fiscal year 1958___--__-__~.- ._. 62,695, 000 


Remaining authorization___._______- oat. Diez ye 72. 640, 200 


Corps of Engineers—Missouri River Basin comprehensive plan, February 21, 1957 


Flood Control Act, 1938, Public 761, 75th Cong., p. 4, approved com- 
prehensive plan for the Missouri River Basin and authorized 
$9 million for initiation and partial accomplishment of plan__-_~ $9. 000, 000 
Milford Reservoir, Kans 
Tuttle Creek Reservoir, Kans. 
Chillicothe Reservoir, Mo. 
Osceola Reservoir, Mo. 
Pomme de Terre Reservoir, Mo. 
Richland Reservoir, Mo. (Flood Control Commission Rept. 
2353, 75th Cong. ) 
Arlington Reservoir, Mo. 
South Grand Reservoir, Mo. 
Kanopolis Reservoir, Kans. (Flood Control] Commission Rept. 
2353, 75th Cong. ) 
Fiood Control Act, 1941, Public 228, 77th Cong., p. 10, modified the 
comprehensive ‘plan to include the following projects and author- 
ized $7 million for prosecution of the approved comprehensive 
plan. In addition, authorized such other work on the Republican 
River as may be advisable..._................ abated, 7. 000, 000 
Harlan County Reservoir, Nebr. 
Indianola, Nebr. 
Bartley, Nebr. 
Flood Control Act, 1944, Public 534, 78th Cong., p. 5, modified the 
comprehensive plan to include the following projects and author- 
ized $200 million for partial accomplishment of comprehensive 
ae ee ae ee ee ee 
Pioneer Reservoir, Kans. 
Garrison Reservoir, N. Dak. 
Oahe Reservoir, S. Dak. 
Fort Randall Reservoir, S. Dak. 
Big Bend Reservoir, S. Dak. 
Gavins Point Reservoir, S. Dak. 
Red Willow Reservoir, Nebr. 
Sioux City, Iowa 
Missouri River agricultural levees, Missouri and Nebraska 
Omaha, Nebr. 
Council Bluffs, Iowa 
Flood Control Act, 1946, Public 526, 79th Cong., p. 9, authorized $150 


200, 000. O00 


million for continuation of the comprehensive plan____-___-___ _. 150, 000, 000 
Flood Control Act, 1950, Public 516, 81st Cong., p. 14, authorized 
$250 million for prosecution of the comprehensive plan______-__-- 250, 000, 000 


Flood Control Act, 1954, Public 780, 88d Cong., p. 14, modified com- 
prehensive plan to include projects in Kansas River Basin, H. 
Doc. 642, 81st Cong., Osage River Basin, H. Doc. 549, 81st Cong., 
and authorized $217,710,000 to be appropriated _- sowmenn Bad, 620) COU 

Topeka, Kans. 

Abilene, Kans, 

Salina, Kans. 

Pomona Reservoir, Kans. 
Melvern Reservoir, Kans. 
Hillsdale Reservoir, Kans. 

Fort Seott Reservoir, Kans. 
HWackleman Corner Reservoir, Mo. 
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Corps of Engineers—Missouri River Basin comprehensive plan, 


Feb. 21, 1957—Continued 


Fiood Control Act, 1954—Continued 
Stockton Reservoir, Mo. 
Kasinger Bluff Reservoir, Mo. 
Ottawa, Kans. 
Osawatomie, Kans. 
Milford Reservoir, Kans. 
Perry Reservoir, Kans. 
Pomme de Terre Reservoir, Mo. (modification) replaces Osceola 
and South Grand Reservoir) 
Lawrence, Kans. 
Manhattan, Kans. 
Marysville, Kans. 
Merriam, Kans. 
Beatrice, Nebr. 
Hubbell, Nebr. 
Garnett Reservoir, Kans. 
Public Law 776, 83d Cong., approved Sept. 3, 1954 (payment to Sioux 
Indians of Cheyenne River Reservation) ~...-._._..-------___ a 
Public Law 505, 84th Cong., approved May 2, 1956, authorized trans- 
fer of Corps of Engineers’ Red Willow Dam to the Bureau of 
Reclamation in exchange for Bureau’s Wilson Dam_____-_____~_ 


$5, 384, 000 
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